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Preface 

Five years ago I wrote a book, which appeared in 
this country under the somewhat rash title, "How 
Europe Made Peace Without America.” The 
French publishers more cautiously called it 
"L’Europe d’Apres Guerre.” That volume was writ- 
ten immediately after the entrance of the Germans 
into the League of Nations and, at that moment, I 
shared the common belief that Locarno had marked 
a decisive turn, alike in Franco-German relations 
and in the post-war history of Europe. 

That hope proved, at least temporarily, un- 
founded. In the present volume, therefore, I have 
undertaken to examine in detail the issues, the 
policies and the states of mind of the European peo- 
ples, which collectively constitute the problem of 
peace, together with the experiments in interna- 
tional association, which have been made since the 
dose of the World War. 

The historian, presenting his book tx> the public, 
is able to fortify his statements by dtation of his 
sources. The journalist’s situation is quite otiber- 
wise. The report of the events, which he has wit- 
nessed, the description of die frontiers, that he has 
travelled, the record of national poHdes and opin- 
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inn<t^ which he has gathered, all stand undocu- 
mented. Their value depends, after all, uniquely 
upon his credibility as a witness and his ability as 
an observer. 

The present volume represents twenty years of 
furst hand observation of Europe in peace and war, 
beginning before the Second Balkan War of i 9 i 3 > 
continuing through the World War and followed 
by many visits to the fronts of racial conflict since 
1918. Its judgments of international meetings are 
based upon attendance at the Paris Peace Confer- 
ence, the Washington Naval Conference and the 
still recent London Naval Conference, together 
with many of the Assemblies of the League of 
Nations. 

In these years I visited French North Africa, 
Greece, Danzig, the Polish Corridor and Vilna; 
Galida, the new Hungarian frontiers from Press- 
burg to Szeged; Trieste and the adjoining batde- 
frcMQt of Yugo-Slav and Italian; the new frontier 
of ircai along the Maritime Alps and the old on 
either side of the Vosges. In London, Paris, Brus- 
sels, Rome, Warsaw, Prague, Vienna and Budapest, 
as well as at Gaieva, I interviewed the public men 
engaged in making contemporary history, and I 
also met and exchanged views with the great 
figures of the European press. 

In this time I have been die guest of people of 
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every degree of rank and absence of rank, enjoy- 
ing the benefits of victory or enduring the miseries 
of defeat in East Prussia, the Polish Corridor and 
Hungaria Irredenta. I have visited regions in the 
process of devastation during the "World War and 
in the similar process of devastation since the Peace 
Conference. Everywhere people have, with utter 
frankness, explained to me what life meant for 
them in the conditions in which they lived. 

Out of this long and varied experience I have 
tried to construa a picture of contemporary Europe. 
And I mention these personal details, simply be- 
cause they are the sole hona fides which a journalist 
may offer to counterbalance the footnotes of his 
more — and perhaps less — ^fortunate friend, the his- 
torian, 

F. H.S. 

Blighty, Snowville, N. HL 
October, 1931. 




Part One 


THE PARIS CONFERENCE 




Chapter One 


BALAlSrCE OF POWER AND SELF-DE- 
TERMINATION 


The starting point of any examination of the 
problem of peace in contemporary Europe must 
logically be the Paris Conference of 1919. The 
reason is twofold. Like the Congress of Vienna, a 
century before, the Paris Conference gave Europe 
a political system destined to endure for many years. 
And, also, this historic gathering marked the first 
attempt of Democracy to reorganiae the Old World 
in accordance with its own principles. 

For the two centuries which separate the Thirty 
Years War from the close of the Napoleonic 
drama, international adjustments after general wars 
had been made by statesmen and diplomats in the 
service of d)masties and monarchies. Utrecht and 
Vienna were famous examples of this fact, and 
even as late as the Congress of Berlin, the pc«np 
and circumstances of traditicoial Europe still sur- 
vived and the machinery of old fashioned diplo- 
macy was again employed. But at Paris, half a 
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century later, Democracy had come of age and 
peoples were masters of dieir foreign policies. 

The measure of the change is supplied by the 
contrast between the Europe of 1815 and 1919. 
When the statesmen of Vienna had completed their 
setdement. Divine Right had been re-enthroned 
from one end of the Continent to the other. But, on 
the eve of the Paris Conference, republican care- 
takers were already installed not alone at Ver- 
sailles, but also in Sans-souci and the Hofburg, 
while Red Guards patrolled the corridors of the 
Winter Palace beside the Neva. 

Disillusioned by the outcome of the Paris Con- 
ference, democracies have everywhere sought to 
repudiate responsibility for the failure by rejecting 
it upon the Europe which had vanished. But no 
effort could be more transparently dishonest. For 
it would be impossible to imagine more typical 
representatives of Democracy than the American 
college president, the French Jacobin and the 
Welsh psalm-singer, who were the "Big Three” of 
ParisL Nor is it less undeniable that the Congress 
and Parliaments which these statesmen represented 
at all times asserted and exercised the authority to 
accept or reject the decisions made in their name. 

Since peoples were in control at Paris for the 
first time, and because, also, the issues which were 
there considered, have continued to dominate inter- 
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national relations, it is manifest that tiie proceed- 
ings of the Peace Q)nference supply an admirable 
measuring rod. In fact, to understand clearly why 
the Paris Conference failed, is to appreciate tbe 
reasons for the persistence of anarchy in post-war 
Europe. 

The Settlement at Vienna had been frankly 
based upon the doctrine of the balance of power. 
Few political dogmas have, in their time, enjoyed 
wider acceptance, or ended by falling into deeper 
disfavor. For nearly two centuries and a half, it 
constituted the single known prescription for 
assuring the independence of the European Conti- 
nent. By contrast, progressively in the years follow- 
ing the Congress of Vienna, it became a ^mabol of 
tyranny and a basis for oppression. 

Yet, at bottom, this doctrine of the balance of 
power was no more than the embodiment of the 
lessons taugjit by the experience of centuries, and 
expressed the mature conviction of European 
statesmanship that disproportionate power, lodged 
in the hands of any monarch, was certain to prove 
the prelude to an assault upon the territorial unity, 
and even upon the independence of other aates. 
This dextrine had been painfully evolved in die 
long straggles resulting from the various attempts 
at Continental hegemcxiy of the sovereigns of 
Spain, Austria and France, and die recent experi- 



6 CAN EUROPE KEEP THE PEACE? 

ence of Europe, alike with Revolutionary and Im- 
perial France, had given fresh weight to a principle, 
which had become traditional. 

Despite aU the odium, which has attached to this 
doctrine in later times, it was, nevertheless, based 
upon the conception of a Europe in which the col- 
leaive right of all states to security, and therefore 
to peace, was set above the right of any king or 
emperor to expand, or even to consolidate his own 
territory, at the cost of others, and inevitably by 
war. And, if the doarine could only rarely be in- 
voked to prevent aggression, it was often and suc- 
cessfully employed to resist it. 

At Vienna, Aerefore, while the conquerors of 
Napoleon were immediately concerned with the 
restoration of dynasties, which had been scattered 
by the Revolutionary and Napoleonic earthquakes, 
their main preoccupation was to create barriers, 
which would preclude a repetition of recent and 
familiar French aggressions. And this major pur- 
pose, which involved a fresh application of the 
doctrine of the balance of power, was their warrant 
for seating Austria in the Milanese and in Venice, 
for the transfer of Belgium to Holland, and for the 
establishment of Prussia on the Rhine, and even on 
the Sarre. And since proportionate additions in 
population and territory for Russia were not other- 
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wise discoverable, it also explained die transfer of 
the bulk of the Polish people to die Czar. 

To permit the application of the doctrine of the 
balance of power, peoples were thus distributed by 
the head like cattle, and provinces were parcelled 
like real estate. Only in the case of France were 
national and racial rights respeaed, and exception 
was made solely to insure the presence of a Bourbon 
on the Frendi dirone. But^ contrary as the Setde- 
ment of Vienna was to all later conceptions of the 
rights of peoples, it mus^ nevertheless, be said for 
it^ in justice, that not only did it achieve the end 
for which it was designed — since France was never 
able again to undertake the military conquest of 
the Continent — but also it gave Europe a full gen- 
eration of relative tranquillity unbroken by any 
ccaiflict between great powers. 

It is, however, not less obvious that in re-ordering 
Europe in conformity which the doctrine of the 
balance of power, the statesmen of 1815 had 
founded their system upon a principle, which had 
already become obsolescent. For the great dono- 
cratic explosion of the French Revolution had 
alike awakened the desire of peoples to rule within 
states, and of races to acquire liberty and unity. 
And the Settlement of Vienna did extreme violence 
to both of these democratic aspiraticns. 

As a consequence, Napoleon was not yet in his 
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island tomb when the first shots fired in the Greek 
War of Independence ushered in a hundred years 
of national struggles. In 1830, the Belgians rose 
against their Dutch masters. Between 1830 and 
1848, the Poles, the Magyars and the Italians took 
up arms against Russian and Austrian oppression. 
From 1859 to 1871, Europe was shaken by a series 
of national wars, which resulted in the unification 
of Italy and Germany. After 1871, the battle was 
transferred to the Balkans, and the Turkish War 
of 1912 ended by restricting Ottoman empire in 
Europe to the bridgehead of Constantinople. 

From 1815 to 1914, therefore, all European wars, 
without significant exception, had found their 
cause or their occasion, in the resolution of peoples 
to attain liberty and unity. Even the World War, 
itself, was precipitated by the assassination of Sera- 
jevo, a crime wholly comparable to the Orsini 
affair, half a ctotury before, which had been the 
prelude to Italian unification as the later murder 
was the preface to that of the Southern Slavs. Thus 
the whole history of a century was, in a sense, the 
record of the progressive liberation of the peoples 
of Europe, and when the Paris Conference assem- 
bled, the process was completed. From the English 
Channel to the Pripet Marshes, the majority of 
every race was now free, and the newly liberated 



BALANCE OF POWER & SELF-DETERMINATION 9 

peoples were clamoring to have dieir independence 
established by the law of Europe. 

Manifestly, it would have been impossible in 
Paris in 1919 and in the light of the events of a full 
century, to have undertaken to apply the doctrine 
of the balance of power once more. Nor were the 
statesmen of the later congress under any tempta- 
tion to follow the example of Vienna. On the con- 
trary, from the very outset of the World War 
when Belgium was invaded, the Allied nations had 
been led step by step to endorse the rights and to 
champion the aspirations of the smaller peoples of 
the Continent under the domination of the Central 
Powers. When, too, Russia had fallen away to 
anarchy and separate peace, they were left free to 
extend similar oidoisement to the claims of the 
Polish and Baltic peoples. 

Expediency and self interest, quite as much as 
any concern for democratic principles, also dictated 
that the victorious nations at Paris should favor the 
smaller peoples, since the recognition of the claims 
of the Poles, the Czechs, the Rumanians and the 
Southern Slavs in every case involved a reduction in 
the area and population of the enemy states. And, 
in addition, before the Paris Conference a^mbled, 
the statesmen of the victorious nations had formally 
accepted the Fourteen Points of Woodrow Wilson. 

This celebrated formula of the American Presi- 
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was, in faa, no more than an attempt to give 
concrete application to the lessons of the century 
which had been filled with the struggles of peoples 
to attain liberty and unity. It constituted a recog- 
nition of the rights of peoples to determine their 
own political association, and was thus as clearly 
the expression of democratic conception as balance 
of power had been of monarchial. 

Q)ntrary to the general American impression, 
too, this democratic conception, whidi at Paris was 
described as the right of self-determination, was not 
first formulated in the Fourteen Points. In reality, 
it was identical with that theory of nationality, 
whidi Napoleon III had evolved half a century be- 
fore when he was endeavoring to establish a rela- 
tionship between the French Revolution and the 
First Empire. 

This prindple of nationality had been applied in 
tile case of Nice and Savoy in i860, and the over- 
whelming majority for France in the plebisdte had 
silenced all critidsm of the annexation of these 
territories. By contrast, condemnation of the course 
of Bismarck in 1871 was universally based upon 
the indisputable fact that the Treaty of Frankfort 
did utter violence to the will of the inhabitants of 
Alsace-Lorraine. And, in the mind of Woodrow 
Wilson, no idea was more firmly established than 
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that of preventing the creation of any new Alsace- 
Lorraine. 

In the century which separated the fall of Na- 
poleon from the flight of William II, the principle 
of self-determination had, then, plainly superseded 
the doctrine of the balance of power as the basis for 
territorial adjustment in Europe. It had, in faa, 
become the accepted doctrine of a new democratic 
world. Moreover, in 1919, the material interests of 
the European viaors, and the moral enthusiasm of 
the American President, combined to make it the 
basic principle of the Paris Settlement. 

But the application of the principle involved con- 
sequences unforeseen by any of its advocates. And 
the first of these consequences arose from the ethnic 
circumstances of the European Ctmtinent, itself. 



Chapter Two 


ETHNIC EUROPE 


In the Europe which existed before the French 
Revolution, die boundaries between races were 
without political significance. Provinces were trans- 
ferred following the marriages and deaths of 
princes, or as a consequence of war, without regard 
for the desires of their inhabitants, who obeyed the 
new master with the same docility they had dis- 
played toward the old. When, however, the right 
was vested in peoples to fiix their own allegiance, 
since this decision was bound to be based upon 
race, ethnic limits assumed obvious importance. 

Yet the smallest examinadon of the ethnic map 
of the European Continent discloses the fact that 
only in the west is the separation of races clear and 
unmistakable. There, Nature herself seems to have 
fixed the limits of peoples. Thus the British, Span- 
ish, and Italian peoples are shut oflf from their neigh- 
bors by sea and mountain. And, in the same fash- 
ion, the French are proteaed by the west, the south, 
and the east by formidable natural bulwarks. Only 
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between die Donon Peak in die Vosges, and the 
port of Dunkirk on the North Sea, is there a gap in 
the physical armor of France. And precisely on this 
front, Latin and Teuton have been in conflict from 
the campaigns of Julius Caesar to those of Ferdi- 
nand Foch. Yet with the passing of die centuries, 
the struggle has narrowed to a batde for the posses- 
sion of Alsace-Lorraine. Since, too, these "lost prov- 
inces” had been restored to France by the Armistice 
terms, their fate was not a cause for controvert in 
the Paris Conferaice. 

But if die application of the principle of self- 
determination in the west of Europe presented no 
problem at Paris, in the central and eastern regions, 
the situation was utterly different. There, the great 
decisions had to be made, and there, too, in all the 
vast area bounded on the north by the Baltic and on 
the south by die Adriatic, iEgean and Black S«is, 
the ethnic map discloses an intermingling of races 
which, illustrated by oilors, is kaleidoscopic in 
appearance. 

In these Central and Eastern regions, too, no 
mountains, rivers or seas separate races as in the 
west. Pole and German are in shock on the great 
plain which stretches endlessly from the Urals to 
the batdefielcfa of Flanders. On the Bohemian Pla- 
teau, the German-speaking population occupies the 
outer rim, the Slavic, the inner citadel about. 
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Prague. In the vast Danubian Plain, Magyar, Slav 
and Rumanian have hated each other immemorially 
within the confines of the same villages, while in 
the Balkans, the chaos of quarrelling races has been 
proverbial for centuries. 

Not only are there no natural lines of ethnic 
cleavage in all of these areas, but everywhere the 
racial fronts advance and retreat, bend in and bulge 
out in vast salients and deep pockets like the old 
battle front in France. And between the solid masses 
of races, there are no-man’s lands, where tribes are 
inextricably mingled, and any boundary line, in di- 
viding majorities, must create minorities. 

Again, the ebb and flow incident to the rise and 
fall of states, the changes due to the migrations of 
peoples, the colonizations following conquest, have 
resulted in the creation of ethnic islands. Thus, the 
solid block of German population in East Prussia 
is separated from the Teutonic world by a Polish 
peninsula descending on the left bank of the Vis- 
tula to the sea. Similarly, half a million Magyars 
dwell in the great elbow of the Carpathians, iso- 
lated from the Hungarians of the plain by a wide 
band of Rumanian populations. 

Cities, too, are frequently inhabited by peoples 
belonging to another race than that dwelling in the 
environs. Lemberg is a great Polish town in a 
Ukrainian countryside. Thom and Bromberg were, 
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in 1919, Teutonic islets in a Polish sea. Vilna, at the 
edge of the ethnic frontier between Lithuanian and 
White Russian, is Polish. On the very rim of the 
Karst, looking down into the Italian dty of Trieste, 
the villages are Slovenian. In Transylvania, while 
Rumanians and Magyars dispute the possession of 
tihe province, the cities are Saxon. 

Everywhere, too, radal differences are accenm- 
ated by religious. The Poles are Roman Catholics, 
the Prussians Protestants. Invariably, also, religious 
feuds are older than radal, and frequently more 
acute. The Hungarians are both Protestant and 
Roman Catholic, but their Rumanian and Serb 
neighbors are Greek Catholic. Again, sodal and 
political distinctions int«isify radal rivalries. In all 
this vast central region, the Germans, die Austrians 
and die Magyars have long been ruling peoples 
and, as such, have justified authority by a daim to 
race superiority. But the Slavs and Latins have chal- 
lenged the authority and resented the claim. 

To apply the prindple of self-determination to 
all of this region stretching from the northern to 
the southern seas, involved condanning minorities 
to live under alien and oppressive rule, nec^itated 
placing Protestant populations under Roman Cath- 
olic rule, and Roman Catholics under Greek. It re- 
quired the transference of power from the hands 
of minorities accustcaned to rule, to majorities with- 
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out experience. It meant talcing control from riie 
oppressor and bestowing it upon the oppressed, 
whose recent sufferings were bound to be a guide 
for future policy. 

Application of the principle of self-determina- 
tion to this hopeless jumble of races presented yet 
another problem, and that was to ffx the limits 
within which the will of peoples was to be recog- 
nized. For in many areas, racial majorities could be 
made and unmade as frontiers were gerryman- 
dered. Thus, on the lower Vistula, there would be 
a Polish Corridor extending from the Netze to the 
sea, or a German dam stretched from Pomerania 
to East Prussia, as the area was circumscribed or 
expanded. Upper Silesia would remain German, or 
pass in part to Poland, as the vote of the inhabi- 
tants was viewed as a whole or witli regard for the 
result in the smaller divisions. 

To all these complications history added yet an- 
other, for, turn and turn about, many races have 
ruled in the same area. There had been a Poli sh 
Corridor which antedated the voyage of Columbus 
and endured to the eve of the American Revolu- 
tion. But the Teutonic Knights had ruled on either 
bank of the Vistula before Provence had passed to 
the French Crown. The Magyars defended the 
frontiers of the Crown of St. Stephen on the basis 
of a millenial title, but the R umanians pressed their 
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claims to portions of die same area as die descend- 
ants of the Roman colonists established by the Em- 
peror Trajan. As for the Greeks, diey founded their 
claim to Thrace upon Byzantine possession, and 
demanded Macedonia as the residuary legatees of 
that Philip, who was the father of Alexander the 
Great. 

In the light of the ethnic conditions of the Euro- 
pean Continent, it was therefore patent that the 
task of evolving any system of frontiers at the Paris 
Conference would not only be difficult in the ex- 
treme, but the most meticulous regard for the rights 
of all peoples, victorious and vanquished alike, 
could not remove the necessity to create minorities 
and to mutilate frontier and, in fact, to make de- 
cisions which were bound m be unwelcome, and 
might prove intolerable. 

Thus, the question of whether the setdement of 
Paris would prove a viable system of peace or a 
cause for fresh international conflict, was boimd, in 
the end, to turn upon the accuracy of two nece^ary 
assumptions: First, that Democracy had been a 
moral as well as a political revolution, and that peo- 
ples, unlike their former rulers, were prepared to 
subordinate their national ri^its to a universal need 
for peace; second, that the recent war, which had 
covered the European Continent widi ruins, and 
carried misery and death into every home, had 
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brought peoples to accept the doctrine of peace at 
any price, measured in territorial and ethnic 
sacrifice. 

It was, too, his faith, alike in the enlightened 
vision and the chastened spirit of peoples, which 
had led Woodrow Wilson to proclaim his Four- 
teen Points as a programme to make the World safe 
for Democracy. But was Democracy, in its present 
stage of evolution, safe for the world? The answer 
to this question was discoverable only by the exam- 
ination of the evolution of demoaatic ideas, 
themselves. 



chapter Three 


DEMOCRATIC KATIONALISM 


The desire of European races for unity, like that 
of die peoples of the Continent for political power 
within their own states, was bom in the F^rench 
Revolution. At the outset this great democratic up- 
heaval was no more than a domestic revolt of the 
mass of the French people against the privileged 
classes gathered about the throne. As such it had 
derived patent inspiration fr<xn the American Rev- 
olution, and the principles of the Declaration of 
Independence had found authentic edio in the 
Prodamation of the Rights of Man. 

When, however, the sovereigns of Europe under- 
took to restore the monarchy in France, and at the 
same time plotted a new Polish partition, this time 
on French soil, the whole French people rushed to 
the frontiers and Valmy became a national victory. 
The proud slogan "France — One and Indivisible” 
was too, the first dear expression of the spirit of 
democratic nationalism. But the Frenda Revolution 
pas^d swiftly and significantly from defense to ag- 
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gression, and in no long time capitulated to the 
imperialism of Napoleon. Nevertheless the spirit 
of Valmy did not perish; on the contrary, it found 
new lodgment in the hearts of the German people, 
and the armies of the First Empire encountered it 
fatally on the battlefield of Leipsic. 

At the Congress of Vienna, the rights of man and 
of races were similarly denied, but with equal futil- 
ity. For, in the generation between 1815 and 1848, 
not only did peoples seek domestic liberty, and 
races, ethnic unity, but they also marched together. 
Both were conscious that they faced a common 
enemy, since both were similarly struggling against 
the system established by the Congress of Vienna 
and sustaiued by die will and genius of Metternich. 
Thus, shots fired across the Parisian barricades in 
1830, and again in 1848 were signals for racial in- 
surrections to the Belgians, Poles, Magyars, and 
Italians. Even the German people hailed the tri- 
umph of the French mobs as their own. 

After the failure and fiasco of 1848, however, a 
distinct change occurred, a change which was two- 
fold, affecting peoples and their sovereigns alike, 
Metternich had disappeared and the great states- 
men who followed him, Cavour in Italy, and Bis- 
marck in Prussia, guided their royal masters along 
other pathways. Henceforth, the Savoy and Hohen- 
zoUem dynasties identified themselves with the na- 



DEMOCRATIC NATIONALISM 21 

tional aspirations of their peoples. Viaor Emman- 
uel dius became the soldier of the Risorgimento, 
William I, the successor of Barbarossa and Otto 
the Great, as a symbol of German unity. 

Concomitantly, the people put the water of na- 
tionalism in the wine of their democracy. Sadowa 
and Sedan established a new entente between the 
German people and the Hohen2ollems. The ma- 
noeuvre henceforth associated witli the name of 
Bismarck proved at once more skillful and more 
successful than Metternich’s sterile policy of repres- 
sion. Thanis to it, monarchy in Germany, gravely 
compromised in 1848, enjoyed a respite of half a 
century after 1870. 

And, in fact, tiie attadk of peoples upon their 
tibrones in the Dame of Democracy, had terminated. 
After the coUapse of the Third Empire, republican 
progress in Europe was arrested for half a century. 
Monardis, secure in their new role, viewed with 
relative unconcern — save in Russia — ^die slow and 
mino r progress of invasive parliamentarism. Peo- 
ples, intoxicated by the dream of national great- 
ness, and satisfied by ever increasing material wel- 
fare, forgot the old democratic passions of 1792 
and 1848. 

All over Europe, this Bismarddan strategy was 
imitated. Francis Joseph, who began his long reign 
by ruthless persecution in Budapest, and relentless 
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repression in Vienna, made terms alike widi his 
Magyar and German subjeas, and thus became the 
guarantor of the political supremacy of the ruling 
races on either bank of the Leitha. Even the Czars, 
while continuing to oppress their Polish subjects, 
adopted, not without a measure of success, the na- 
tionalistic gospel of Pan-Slavism. 

A parmership between king and people was thus 
everywhere established, based upon common serv- 
ice in the cause of nationalism. And in Germany 
and Austria-Hungary, this partnership lasted right 
down to the closing weeks of 1918. Dissolution 
then, in the November "cascade of thrones," did 
not proceed from any spontaneous revival of the 
old democratic spirit, nor did it result from the faa 
that royal pretensions had suddenly become intol- 
erable for peoples. It flowed xxniquely from the fact 
that die profits of the association had visibly van- 
ished. Long acclaimed the shining symbols and suc- 
cessful servants of satisfied nationalism, the 
Hapsburg and Hohenzdllern dynasties were ulti- 
mately suffered to depart into the wilderness as 
scapegoats for national disaster. 

But what is most striking in itself, and most sig- 
nificant because of its bearing upon contemporary 
Europe, is the transformation which has taken place 
in the minds of the peoples between 1848 and 1914. 
'Jlais, the Imlians having acquired liberty and unity 
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at the cost of tihree wars, and sacrifices equally 
splendid and terrible, lightly embarked upon a pro- 
gramme of national expansion which envisaged, 
not merely the liberation of the Latin populations 
of Trieste and the Trentino, but also the forcible 
annexation of the German of the Upper Adige and 
the Slavic of Dalmada. 

The Germans, having, after centuries of division, 
achieved their own unity, promptly shattered that 
of France by the annexation of Alsace-Lorraine. 
Nor after 1871 did the mass of this German people 
see any incongruity in justifying the annexation of 
Strasbourg, because its inhabitants were Teutonic, 
and that of Metz, because, despite the fact that all 
its citizens were French, its forts constituted a fresh 
guarantee of German security. With equally pas- 
sionate fervour, too, German patri<«s proclaimed 
dbeir right to ethnic unity in the west at the expense 
of France, and to territorial unity in the east at the 
cost of Poland. 

In the Balkans, the Gredb, the Bulgarians and 
the Serbs first fell upon the Turks, alike in the 
name of race and religion, and then upon each 
other in the attempt to acquire lands which in every 
case were in part beyond the ethnic limits of the 
claimant races. The Rumanians, for their part, 
while continuing to urge their ethnic claims to Be^ 
arabia, Trantylvania and the Banat, hastened to 
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despoil the prostrate Bulgarians of the Silistrian 
strip in which a Latin population was all to seek. 

Such was the Europe which a patriotic Serb gun- 
man precipitated into universal conflict. And such 
was &e Europe which emerged from the World 
War with every racial aspiration and national am- 
bition intensified a thousandfold. In this Europe, 
peoples had replaced princes in the control of 
states, but, as they mounted to power, they had 
adopted the policies of their predecessors. The ap- 
petites of monarchs for provinces no longer men- 
aced the tranquillity of the Continent, but between 
the ambitions of the kings who had vanished, and 
the peoples who ruled in their stead, the difference 
was indistinguishable. 

Manifestly, then, the history of the century of the 
rise of democratic nationalism constituted an over- 
whelming refutation of the Wilsonian assumption 
that peoples, having come to power, would prove 
themselves less exigent in the matter of racial and 
territorial claims than the monarchs whorn they 
had replaced. Nor was the proof less immediate 
and overwhelming that the destructions and agon- 
ies of the War had in no measure modified the am- 
bitions of peoples. 

For, on the very threshold of the Paris Confer- 
ence, the statesmen who were to make peace were 
assailed by an explosion of discordant and conflia- 
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ing nationalisms. The French people claimed the 
left bank of the Rhine in the name of security, and 
without regard to the tights of the German popu- 
lations of the Rhineland. The Germans insisted 
upon the retention of Posen with similar unconcern 
for the Polish majorities of that province. In the 
Danubian Plain, the Magyars passionately pro- 
tested their title to all of their old provinces despite 
the presence in them of millions of Slavs and 
Latins. But the Rumanians, the Serbs and the 
Czechs claimed regions which were purely Hun- 
garian. Even the Belgians, newly released from 
German occupation, renewed their danands for 
Dutch territory south of the Scheldt. 

Nor was the quarrel limited to disputes between 
the victors and the vanquished. On the contrary, 
Poles and Czechs exchan^d shots over Teschen 
and Italians and Serbs came to die very edge of a 
new conflict over the pcssession of Fiume. hi Janu- 
ary, 1919, and in all the following months, the 
civilized world was filled with the reverberations 
of the racial quarrels of peoples at Paris. 

Instinct in the Wilson conception of the Four- 
teen Points, too, was still another vital assumption. 
In the light of the ethnic circumstances of the Eu- 
ropean Continent, it was inevitable that millions of 
people should be condemned to live under alien 
rule. The process of uniting majorities ineluctably 
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imposed the necessity of creating minorities. But, 
patently, these minorities were bound to be the 
cause of fresh international disturbance unless their 
rights were guaranteed by some form of interna- 
tional control. The century-long oppression of their 
Polish subjects by the Prussians, the familiar tale of 
the wrongs of the Rumanians and Slavs in Hun- 
gary, supplied definitive proof of this certainty. 

But, in the secret councils of tbe Conference, 
Wilson discovered promptly that no people was 
prepared to surrender that portion of its national 
sovereignty necessary to permit international pro- 
tection of its minorities. For, in the eyes of all peo- 
ples, such minorities were not merely a source of 
domestic incoherence, but inevitably constituted a 
basis for the claims of neighboring races, to which 
they belonged ethnically, upon the territory in 
which they dwelt. Thus, precisely the same consid- 
erations that made peoples imperialistic abroad, in- 
sured that they would be “hundred percenters” at 
liome. 

All the assumptions upon which Wilson had 
founded his Fourteen Points were, then, equally in- 
esact. Peoples were not less imperialistic than 
longs, the war had not substimted reason for unre- 
strained nationalism, and for aU races the existence 
of minorities within their territories was an inevita- 
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ble urge to undertake forcible assimilation in the 
interests of national unity and security alike. 

In the light of tiiis spirit of demoaatic national- 
ism everywhere present, and in the face of die 
ethnic circumstances of the European Continent, it 
is therefore manifest that a settlement, satisfactory, 
or even tolerable in the eyes of all peoples, was 
totally out of the question. But it is to miss the 
larger significance of the Paris Conference, itself, 
and similarly to fail to grasp the vital elements in 
the problem of post-war peace in Europe, to view 
this Conference as a time and place where the ex- 
cessive nationalisms of various peoples — and in faa 
of the viaorious nations — ^led to tihe perversion of 
a principle which was a>und in itself, and thus to 
subsequent international anarchy. 

In reality the explanation lie far deq>er. Exces- 
sive the d«nands of all people were, and similarly, 
many of the decisions made by the stateanen of 
1919 were wholly unjust. Nevertheless, the claims 
of all people, victorious and vanquished alike, 
were founded upon the desire to acquire or to re- 
tain ri^ts which the American people, in their 
own case, hold to be inherent and therefore inalien- 
able, namely the rights to liberty, unity and security. 
But because of the ethnic conditions of the Euro- 
pean Continent, equal enjoyment of these rights is 
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physically impossible, and this fact constitutes die 
very heart of the European problem. 

'Ibe old principle of the balance of power had 
set the right of Europe as a whole to security, and 
therefore to peace, above all else. The democratic 
doctrine, by contrast, made the right of every peo- 
ple to ethnic unity and national security absolute, 
and thus constimted each people the sole and final 
judge of its rights. But in a Europe in which races 
were inextricably entangled, such a doctrine led in- 
escapably to anarchy. The passion and fury with 
which all peoples pressed claims which were pal- 
pably unreasonable, and the unmistakable injus- 
tices of the Paris Setdement, itself, long blinded 
the English speaking world to the fundamental 
truth. But the slightest examination of the ethnic 
facts of the European Continent, made in the light 
of the spirit of democratic nationalism, discloses 
the double truth that equal enjoyment of national 
rights is physically impossible, and forcible denial, 
incompatible with peace. 



chapter 'Pour 


ECONOMIC FACTORS 


There remained also tiie economic aspect. The 
Settlement of Vienna had broken down not because 
the doctrine of the balance of power had been 
falsified by the Treaty provisions of 1815, but be- 
cause it was based upon a political principle which 
became increasingly inapplicable to Nineteenth 
Century Europe. But was the principle of self de- 
termination reconcilable with the economic realities 
of an industrial age? In a word, could a self-deter- 
mined Europe be self-supporting? 

The three hundred years between the Thirty 
Years War and the World War were, in European 
history, marked by the progressive unification of 
large areas into great states. France, Spain and 
Britain had become national units in the contem- 
porary sense long before the French Revolution. 
The unification, first of Italy, and then of Germany, 
had contributed in the latter half of the Nineteenth 
Century to the further extinction of minor political 
Seizure of die Eastern shore of the Baltic and 
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the partitions of Poland had given Russia die di- 
mensions of a world empire. And through the cen- 
turies, the Hapsburgs had managed to retain con- 
trol of a monarchy which in size was the second in 
Europe. 

The industrial revolution, following in the wake 
of this process of territorial integration of states, 
had reenforced political by economic bonds. Rail- 
way systems, construaed in harmony with national 
circumstances, rivers canalized, and ports extended 
with si milar regard for political conditions, had 
completed the transformation. And, in the same 
fashion, national industries had been built up on 
the basis of national markets. The interdependence 
between provinces and cities, industrial areas and 
agricultural regions had been established. Customs 
barriers about national states had reenforced this 
political unity. 

Thus, whereas before the French Revolution, the 
transfer of a province frcwn one monarch to another 
involved a minimum of economic disturbance in a 
world where, in the main, all peoples were agricul- 
tural and all regions largely self-supporting, similar 
changes in 1919 forecast economic revolution and 
insured industrial chaos. When, moreover, the ex- 
tent of the changes to be made amounted, in fact, 
to transforming the situation in at least half of the 
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European Continent, die economic consequences 
were patendy bound to be almost measureless. 

Agai n, to create a new Europe, in accordance 
with the principle of self-determination, was to 
reverse the whole process of the centuries, since it 
necessitated the resolution of great states into their 
ethnic faaors. Moreover, as a first glance at the eth- 
nic map of Europe discloses the impossibility of 
arriving at clear divisions between peoples, die 
most cursory examination of the physical indicates 
the equal impossibility of reconciling racial condi- 
tions with geographical, and therefore with eco- 
nomic circumstances. 

For it is precisely in those regions which are nat- 
urally interdependent and economically bound up 
together that die ethnic confusion is most complete. 
In these areas, political frontiers, based on ethnic 
circumstances, must divide seaports from their hin- 
terlands, agricultural regions which feed cities, 
from their familiar markets, and the faaories of the 
cities from their rural consumers. Mines must be 
cut off from nearby industrial plants, towns from 
the navigable rivers, and as one may disoiver all 
over Central Europe today, the farm from the field, 
the house from the bam, and even the dwelling- 
place from the higb^^y. 

Self-determination, thus applied, must isolate dr- 
ies whidi have developed as the ports and the in- 
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dustrial centers of vast regions, or, as the political 
capitals of large states, and leave them, -walled in 
by customs barriers at their very gates. In the same 
fashion, countries, self-determined into new and re- 
stricted limits, must be condemned to compete in 
th eif old markets once within the same customs 
frontiers. And, inevitably, political considerations 
will diaate economic regulations without regard to 
all else. 

Thus, to apply the principle of self-determina- 
tion to the centre of Europe, amounted to passing 
a sentence of death upon many cities and upon 
large industrial regions and huge agricultural areas. 
It involved the dislocation of transportation sys- 
tems, the neglect of rivers, which once usefully 
served town and country, alike. It dictated the 
abandonment of great and costly railway systems, 
and the expensive and futile construction of new. 
It insured, not only a break with history and habit 
but also the abandonment of natural associations 
and lines of communication for others which ac- 
corded only -with ethnic details. Old cities were 
doomed to decay, while new rose to fulfil their an- 
cient functions, visible from their towers, but just 
beyond national frontiers. 

Again, if it was beyond doubt that the resolution 
of Europe into its ethnic fractions would establish 
new states, which were bound to prosper, it was not 
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less patent diat old nations would be left after 
mutilation, incapable of maintaining on their 
restricted area the populations which had concen- 
trated there to fulfil industrial missions, now abol- 
ished. But the new political frontiers forbade 
emigration, and thus dying cities and despairing 
populations were bound to set grave social prob- 
lems for Europe as a whole. 

Unquestionably the ^ent of the catastrophe 
could be limited, if political separation were not 
permitted to involve economic divorce. But here, 
again, the precedent was as plain as die subsequent 
performance proved inevitable. Everywhere on the 
Continent, political frontiers had been paralleled 
by formidable tariff walls. But in pre-war Europe, 
these walls had been of slow development, whereas 
those which doubled new frontiers must suddenly 
and violendy separate populations whose interde- 
pendence was so complete and so traditional that 
divorce would insure immediate iuid continuing 
disaster. Finally, the occasional use of the tariff as 
a means of coercion or reprisal, notably in the case 
of Austria and Serbia, similarly foreshadowed fredi 
disturbances which must now foEow the multipli- 
cation of frontiers of friction accompanied the 
exacerbaticjn of racial feu^ 

Thus it is evident that, as the application of the 
principle of self-determination at Paris could not 
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produce peace between peoples because of the eth- 
nic conditions, it was predestined to inflict unlim- 
ited and incalculable disaster on the whole Conti- 
nent, because of its economic results. And here the 
evil was totally unrelated to the just or unjust allo- 
cation of popxilations and the fair or unfair fixation 
of frontiers. Indeed, the decisions which were most 
equitable, were not infrequently fraught with the 
most fatal consequences. On the economic side, the 
rights of people were irreconcilable with their ne- 
cessities. As the doctrine of the balance of power 
had proven an Eighteenth Century precept inappli- 
cable in the Europe of another age, the principle of 
self-determination was now disclosed as the politi- 
cal dogma of the Nineteenth Century totally 
irrelevant to the economic realities of the 
Twentieth. 

Viewed, too, in the perspeaive of less than a 
decade and a half, it is already evident that no de- 
bate could have been more futile than that which 
once raged over two continents as to whether Wil- 
son, Lloyd George and Qemenceau had wickedly, 
or only blindly, sacrificed the noble principles of 
Democracy to the surviving prejudices of an older 
world. For, in faa, even an incomplete application 
of these principles at Paris has already resulted in 
the ^onomic ruin of half of Europe. 



Chapter Five 


THE FAILURE OF PARIS 


The Paxis Conference, then, failed to provide Eu- 
rope with a viable system of peace and an adequate 
foundation of prosperity primarily because of the 
impossibility of reconciling the ethnic and eco- 
nomic circumstances of the Continent with the prin- 
ciple of self-determination. And, since the in- 
extricable intermingling of races made it inevita- 
ble that the rights of certain peoples should be 
subordinated to those of others, the outcome of the 
war made it similarly inevitable that the peoples of 
the Central Powers should suffer. But the defeated 
nations, also satisfied of the absolute character of 
their rights, saw in the decisions of Paris only a 
work of injustice founded upon a military victory. 

This view, too, was forti&d by the fact that it 
was possible to find in the territorial, as in all other 
phases of the treaties, innumerable examples of 
stupidity resulting frcan ignorance, and not a few 
where plain greed was responsible for inequitable 
decisions. Nevertheless, whiles for example, no 
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moral warrant can be discovered for turning die 
Austrians of the Southern Tyrol over to Italy, for 
the surrender of the Hungarians of the Island of 
Schutt to Czecho-Slovakia, for imprisoning die 
Germans of Danzig in a free state utterly repug- 
nant to them, none of these wrongs, nor all the 
many other perversions of the principle of self-de- 
termination, were responsible for the post-war 
anarchy. 

On die contrary, to restore Meran to Austria 
would not affea the question of the Anschluss, 
Hungarian irredentism would be little modified by 
the recovery of Komarom, and the return of Danzig 
to the Reich would leave the Polish Corridor undis- 
turbed and merely insure greater prosperity for 
Gdynia, and wider ruin for Danzig. And no mis- 
apprehension of the European problem could be 
more complete than that which sees peace assured 
by the simple process of undoing the patent wrongs 
and injustices of the Peace Treaties. For the really 
formidable difficulties arise where equal rights are 
in collision, and. only one of two national solutions 
is possible. 

Nor is it less unmistakable that in the years since 
die making of die Paris Settlement, Europe has suf- 
fered at least as severely from economic disintegra- 
tion, due to an exaa application of the doctrine of 
sdf-determination in certain areas, as from political 
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controversy arising out of actual perversion of tihis 
principle in others. In fact, in by far the larger por- 
tion of Central Europe it is, today, difficult to deter- 
mine whether the greater peril for the future arises 
from the disputes between peoples across new fron- 
tiers, or the misery of populations within them. 

It is true, as has been incessantly proclaimed, diat 
the Paris Settlement was a peace of force and not 
of imderstanding, but in the main, and despite fa- 
miliar exceptions, that was because the temper of 
peoples and the circumstances of Europe made 
amicable adjustment of territorial disputes impos- 
sible, and the post-war years have in no way modi- 
fied this situation. 

Since, however, the Paris Settlement was thus 
necessarily based upon force, the antecedent condi- 
tion of tranquillity in Europe was that there should 
be provided adequate force to maintain, at least 
temporarily, that system of order, whidi had been 
created by the peace treaties. But no sudi force was 
then or thereafter discoverable. 

Woodrow Wilson had sought to give the Paris 
Settlement those moral guarantees which could 
flow only from the recognition by all peoples, vic- 
torious and vanquished alike, that the peace tre at ies 
constituted a just and equitable recognitictti of their 
rights. He failed because the physical and psycho- 
logical obstacles proved equally insuimcwntable. 
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Georges Qemenceau had endeavored to provide 
material guarantees for the structure by the perpet- 
uation of the military alliance, which had won the 
war. He, too, failed, because the British and Amer- 
ican peoples were utterly unwilling to mount guard 
eternally, not alone on the Rhine, but also on the 
Vistula, the Danube and the Dniester. 

But the double failure to provide the system of 
Paris with moral, or with material guarantees, was 
utterly disastrous. A hundred years before, the Con- 
gress of Vienna had been able to re-establish peace 
because, even after nearly a quarter of a century of 
continuous convulsion, the framework of the old 
Europe still remained intaa. After the fall of Na- 
poleon as before the outbreak of the French Revo- 
lution, Austria, Prussia, Russia and Britain con- 
tinued as they had been. 

By contrast, even before the Paris Conference as- 
sembled, the pre-war Europe had collapsed in irre- 
mediable ruin. The Hapsburg Monarchy had 
disintegrated; the Romanoff Empire had suc- 
cumbed to Bolshevism; a domestic revolution had 
swept away the old order in the HohenzoUem state, 
and the consequences of defeat were botmd to leave 
Germany powerless for many years. Thus three of 
the five historically great powers had been either 
permanently or temporarily removed from the cir- 
cle of European states. 
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And, in the place of these great powers, there 
now appeared at least half a dozen smaller coun- 
tries eidier literally recalled from the grave or 
newly and immeasurably expanded on the fragile 
foundations of their former insignificance. Europe 
was, then, suddenly resolved into a chaos of rela- 
tively minor states separated, not only by secular 
rivalries, but also by newly awakened animosities. 
And while the peoples of western and central Eu- 
rope were plunged into universal and destructive 
controversy, beyond the Niemen and the Beresina, 
Red Russia was preparing a challenge to the whole 
political and social systan of the capitalistic world. 

The contrast with the situation in 1815 was in an- 
other respect striking and significant. Not alone had 
the statesmen of Vienna restored order in Europe, 
but in addition, their collective resources had been 
adequate thereafter to impose dieir will upon the 
Continent, and their recent experiences and indi- 
vidual interests diaated a cooperation after the 
making of peace as it had compelled association 
during the war. 

Thus, when Napoleon returned from Elba, al- 
though the system of Vienna was briefly thrown 
into confusion, the allies, who had already once 
overthrown Napoleon, at Waterloo again estab- 
lished the faa of the invincibility of their arms and 
the solidarity of their coalition. The events of the 
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Hundred Days, therefore, gave permanence to die 
structure of the Congress of Vienna, and the force 
thus disclosed actually insured its endurance for 
more ihan four decades thereafter. 

By contrast, the arrival of Bela Kun in Budapest, 
in the winter of 1919, instantly revealed the utter 
lack of unity or of force surviving in the alliance 
which had a few months before brought Germany 
to surrender. Precisely in the same way, half a 
dozen feeble and futile attempts to break Bolshevist 
control in Russia, further advertised to the world 
the impotence of the Allied and Associated Pow- 
ers. Finally, when a few months after the peace 
treaties had actually become effective, the approach 
of the Russian armies to Warsaw disclosed the vic- 
tors of 1918, not alone without resources to defend 
the state, which they had re-established, but also, 
incapable of agreeing, even in principle, to under- 
take such defense, the last semblance of authority 
was stripped from them. 

After 1815 there had been a Holy Alliance, 
which had endured for a full generation, and even 
in 1849, Russian armies had suppressed Hungarian 
rebellion in the name of the old Austro-Russian as- 
sociation of 1814-15. After the long series of na- 
tional wars ending in the Franco-Prussian conflia, 
a Concert of Europe had re-appeared at the Con- 
gress of Berlin. As late as the winter of 1913, a 
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Council of Ambassadors, representing at least a 
fiction of a united Europe had liquidated the First 
Balkan War in the interests of general tranquillity 
and, by virtue of the authority resident in great 
powers, acting in unison. 

But the World War had abolished the last re- 
maining vestiges of authority and unity on the Eu- 
ropean Continent. Kings, courts, all the resources 
of old fashioned diplomacy, all the traditions of 
international association had been swept away. Amd 
in the place of the familiar machinery of diplo- 
matic intercourse, nothing had been substimted 
save the grotesque improvisation of international 
conferences (of which that of Paris was the first) 
attended only by national politicians dependent for 
their political existence upon fulfilling &e national 
will of their respective peoples. And in such con- 
feraaces, the impossibility of reconciling die con- 
fliaing national purposes of peoples was invariably 
disclosed. 

In the destruction of the Old Europe, the role of 
the Anglo-Saxon peoples had been decisive. They 
had intervened in a Contineiral war, which in its 
immediate origin and issues was without relation to 
theoMelves, for reasons which were exclusively na- 
tional Thu§, the British had been concerned for 
their naval security, the Americans for their mari- 
time rights. The effea of diis intervention had been 
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to enable one group of European peoples to defeat 
anodier. But while the fact of victory, by insuring 
die annihilation of German seapower, constituted 
the fulfilment of the purposes of the Anglo-Saxon 
nations, victory for their European allies was mean- 
ingless save as the peace settlement insured the real- 
ization of the war aims for which they had been 
fighting. 

By contrast, not only were the Anglo-Saxon peo- 
ples utterly uninterested in the realization of these 
war aims, but they soon discovered in the terms 
proposed by their Continental associates a menace 
either to their political interests or to their material 
welfare. For them the deadly enemy of yesterday 
had become the prospective customer of tomorrow. 
Considerations of trade, commerce and finance, all 
moved them to seek the speedy restoration of Ger- 
many, and to oppose all the projeas of their recent 
associates which tended to prevent or postpone such 
recovery, and thus, in their view, to continue the 
war. 

In a word, the Anglo-Saxon peoples asserted that 
their right to a tranquil Europe and a Germany 
made safe for business was absolute and, as a con- 
sequence, that the programme of the victorious Con- 
tinental peoples, formulated with the purpose of 
insuring the security of nations which had recently 
b^ invaded, or long divided and forcibly parti- 
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tioned, must be subordinated to British and Amer- 
ican interests. Woodrow Wilson, to be sure, had 
promised the French a treaty of guarantee in return 
for their abandonment of their own programme of 
security at the Rhine, but the American Senate re- 
jected this compromise because it patently did vio- 
lence to the American tradition of isolation and the 
American people, in their turn, presendy adopted 
die view of their Senate. 

Thus, while on the one hand, the text of the 
treaties actually framed at Paris, seemed to die de- 
feated peoples, who were compelled to surrender 
populations and territories, a wicked and intolera- 
ble denial of dieir rights, the attitude of the Anglo- 
Saxon powers filled them with hope that revision of 
the system of Paris would prove, not only possible, 
but inevitable. Precisely in the same fashion, how- 
ever, the policy of the Anglo-Saxon peoples and the 
undisguised purposes of the recendy defeated 
states, filled the minds of the victorious and Succes- 
sion peoples with a sense of insecurity, which led 
them to maintain vast military establishments and 
to indulge in acts of violence, like the occupation 
of Budapest, and of the Ruhr, litde distinguishable 
from war itself, and totally destructive of the at- 
mosphere of calm and confidence essential to 
Anglo-Saxon business. 

The failure of Paris was, then, twofold. Between 
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the Continental peoples recently at war, no adjust- 
ment of conflicting ethnic and territorial rights 
proved possible. And, in the same way, no com- 
promise between the programmes of peace of the 
Anglo-Saxon peoples and their Continental asso- 
ciates, was discoverable. In both cases, this failure 
was due to the same conviction in the minds of each 
individual people that its own rights were absolute. 
But while the absence of agreement between the 
Continental peoples inevitably gave the Paris Set- 
tlement the charaaer of a peace of violence and not 
of understanding, the break between the Anglo- 
Saxon and Continental peoples, who had made the 
war together, deprived the peace treaties of the nec- 
essary force to insure their endurance — at least for a 
time sufficient to allow Europe to recover morally 
and economically from the ruin of the recent war. 

Therefore, while the Armistice of Rethondes ter- 
minated the actual fighting of the World War and 
the Treaties of Paris legally terminated the conflia, 
the collision between the wills of peoples continued 
thereafter uninterruptedly. Nor could there be any 
grimmer paradox than that disclosed in the faa 
that, while following pathways which led inescapa- 
bly to new conflia, European peoples still asserted 
that another war would mean the extinction of civ- 
ilization itself. 



Part Two 


TERRITORIAL ISSUES 






chapter Six 


STATUS QUO AND REVISION 


The failure of the Paris Conference inevitably be- 
stowed upon Europe the evil inheritance of many 
territorial disputes. In fact, it insured the continua- 
tion of the divisions of the war, itself. The peoples 
whose frontiers had been mutilated and provinces 
partitioned now demanded the revision of the 
peace treaties, while those who had attained liberty, 
unity or security, insisted upon the preservation of 
the status quo. And the clash of these purposes 
prevmted the reconciliation of peoples, and post- 
poned the return of the Continent to normal con- 
ditions. 

For the American, like the British people, this 
new state of anardiy on the Continent was at once 
inesplicable and intolerable. In their eyes, the 
World War, whidi had cost them dearly in blood 
and treasure, had been caused by simitar rivalries. 
With amazanent and indignation they had watched 
the Peace Conference degenerate into a battle for 
the pos^ssicm of provinces and cities. Now, al- 
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though the peace treaties put a legal term to con- 
flict, it was the chaos of the old Europe, not the 
tranquillity of a new, which confronted them. The 
war which they had proclaimed was to end war 
seemed to have become only a prelude to the next. 

Inescapably this European chaos aroused bitter 
resentment in the minds of both Anglo-Saxon peo- 
ples. Both, with equal clarity, perceived the conse- 
quences, but for both, the territorial issues involved 
were similarly meaningless. And since the issues 
were meaningless, the passions which they provoked 
were incomprehensible. Neither the American nor 
the British peoples had in their remembered ex- 
perience either invasion during war or partition 
after defeat. As a consequence, the emotions of 
other peoples, who had recently suffered both, 
awakened no sympathetic understanding in "Wash- 
ington or London. 

Since they were unable to understand the issues 
involved or the passion aroused by these territorial 
disputes, the Anglo-Saxon peoples easily and sim- 
ply classified the new quarrels with the old. They 
discovered in both proof of the existence amongst 
the European peoples of ambitions, passions, emo- 
tions which had no counterpart in their own lives. 
Imperialism, militarism and chauvinism were em- 
ployed alike as terms of identification and of con- 
demnation. And the conviction took root that at 
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heart all European peoples hid beneath an outward 
pretense of devotion to peace an instinctive fond- 
ness for war. 

At bottom, this interpretation, at once cruel and 
unjust, had its origin in the fact that for both the 
Briti^ and the American peoples, the territorial 
issues seemed only territorial; were for them no 
more than incredible quarrels over relatively insig- 
nificant parcels of real estate. But, in point of faa, 
for the peoples actually in controversy, the issue 
was always primarily one of human beings, and not 
of land. Thus, for the Poles and Germans, the ques- 
tion of the Polish Girridor is above and beyond all 
else an issue which involves the fate of hundreds 
of thousands of men and women dwelling in and 
about the contested area, who belong to their race, 
speak their tongue and claim their protectioa 

For the Anglo-Saxons, on the contrary, the Polish 
Corridor has no conaete meaning. At most, it is 
only a splash of color on the map of Europe. It is 
a remote and obscure traa of land on an unfamiliar 
continent That two peoples, presumably dvilized, 
should be willing in order to hold or regain this 
land, to risk a war fraught with disaster for the 
contestants and ruin for the Continent, scans proof 
of the utter madness of Polish and German nadon- 
alian, alike. 

Almost never do British or American critics of 



50 CAN EUROPE KEEP THE PEACE? 

German and Polish policies, in respea of the Cor- 
ridor, attempt to translate these European issues 
into the political circumstances of their own lives. 
Thus Americans, who in the name of world peace, 
unhesitatingly demand German or Polish sacrifice 
in the matter of the Corridor, would be astounded 
at the mere suggestion that the United States should 
cede New England to Canada or California to 
Mexico. Yet the sacrifice would hot be dispropor- 
tionate to that which they require of the Continental 
peoples. Similarly, Americans, who would regard 
it as a piece of unimaginable impertinence for a 
European public opinion to demand international 
protection of the political tights of the Negro ma- 
jorities in various Southern States, solemnly urge 
sudi protection for the rights of minorities within 
various national frontiers in Europe. 

In the same fashion, Britons, for whom the con- 
figuration of the Corridor seems preposterous in 
itself and fantastic, because it destroys German 
unity, remain totally unaware of the appearance to 
all alien eyes of the frontiers drawn in Ireland at 
the expense of Irish unity. And the Protestant mi- 
nority in Ulster is far smaller than the Polish in pre- 
war West Prussia. Nor does concern for German 
minorities in Pomerelia or Upper Silesia extend to 
similar disquiet about the wrongs of the Catholic 
majorities in Tyrone and Fermanagh. 
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Yet the beginning of any understanding of die 
European problem must be predicated upon the 
perception of the fact that, while quarrels between 
peoples nominally concern territory, diey are serious 
chiefly because they affect human beings. It is be- 
cause status quo and revision equally involve 
condemning vast masses of human beings to condi- 
tions as intolerable for them as life under French 
Canadian or Latin-American rule would be for 
citizens of the United States, or under Irish Free 
State sovereignty, for the Protestants of Northern 
Ireland, that peoples, who know from recent ex- 
perience what war means, place their territorial 
claims above peace itself. For innumerable centuries 
mankind has celebrated the wisdom of Solomon in 
die case of claimant mc^hers. But the horror of die 
knife disclosed by die authentic mother in that, 
perhaps the first partition treaty of which hiaory 
has a record, is still revealed in all the territorial 
issues of the Continent. 

There is yet another cause of misapprehension in 
Anglo-Saxon minds and that arises from the repara- 
tions and disarmament provisions of the peace 
treaties. American and British publics are satisfied 
that the money payments required of Germany are 
b^ond her capacity to pay. Th^ recogtme, also, 
that the unilateral disarmament conditicns ico^pose 
a state of intolerable helples^ess upon a great 
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people disarmed in the midst of an armed Europe. 
What, however, they see less clearly is that insist- 
ence by the Status Quo states upon these terms 
arises, not from the purpose or desire to keep the 
defeated peoples forever impoverished and de- 
fenseless, but solely to obtain from them a renun- 
ciation of their programme of territorial revision. 

Had the peoples seeking territorial amendments 
renounced these purposes, the whole framework of 
impossible payments and inequitable disarmament 
conditions would have been modified long ago. On 
the other hand, were the nations now held disarmed 
and to ransom, able to regain their material pros- 
perity and their former military strength without 
renouncing their territorial objectives, their power 
to realize these purposes wotild be absolute and the 
ruin of the Status Quo peoples inevitable. 

Actually, therefore, for Status Quo and Revision 
peoples, alike, the struggle over reparations and 
armaments has been identified with equal clarity as 
a skirmish, preliminary to the main battle over the 
territorial issues. On both sides reparations and 
armaments are viewed as the outworks of the sys- 
tem of 1919, and the territorial circumstances, as 
the inner citadel. Thus the Status Quo powers have 
defended the outworks with an energy commen- 
surate with their concern for the main fortress; 
while the Revision peoples have returned to the 
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assault of the front line trenches again and again, 
with the same clear perception of their ultimate 
objective. 

The Anglo-Saxon peoples, on the contrary, have 
seen only the economic ruin resulting from die 
conflia and die inherent folly of both the repara- 
tions and armament details of the treaties. They 
have labored to bring about the abolition of bodi 
with utter unconcern for the consequences to the 
unity and security of the Status Quo peoples. But 
they have never undertaken to promote a parallel 
modification of the purposes of the Revision peo- 
ples. Nor have they ever proffered their own 
guarantees to the peoples plainly menaced by the 
economic recovery of star« resolved upon terri- 
torial revision. 

The result has been failure, deadlock and con- 
tinued economic and financial disintegration. Yet 
it is, of course, absurd to imagine that these conse- 
quences have passed unperceived by the eyes of the 
nations at odds over territorial issues. On the con- 
trary, these consequences have been identified with 
utmost clarity. It is the Anglo-Saxon peoples who 
have failed to grasp the meaning to the people di- 
recdy involved, of the only discoverable alternative. 
Ignorance of the actual character of the territorial 
issues themselves, has otwcured the reasons why they 
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appear matters of life and deadi for the Status Quo 
and Revision peoples, alike. 

To understand this state of mind, die conse- 
quences of which have dominated all the post-war 
history of Europe, it is necessary, therefore, to ex- 
amine these territorial issues, themselves. And be- 
yond all else, it is necessary to see them in the eyes 
of peoples who are risking their own existence and 
imperilling the peace of the world by policies, 
which have their origin in these disputes. 


t 



Chapter Seven 


THE POLISH CORRIDOR 


Of the Polish Corridor, it might be said with es- 
actitude that it is an encyclopedia of die ills of 
contemporary Europe. In it are illustrated all the 
disputes, historical, ethnic, religious, and economic, 
which are otherwise discoverable separately from 
Hel to the Golden Horn. Moreover, in this dispute 
one Ends, not alone the reason for the enduring 
feud between the German and Polish peoples, but 
also for the failure of many attempts at reconcilia- 
ticwi between the Ge rman and French, as well. In 
a word, the Corridor has replaced Belgium as the 
''cockpit” of Europe. 

Geographically, the limits of die Corridor are 
hard to fix, for the simple reason that the Germans, 
themselves, have never set a definitive limit to the 
territory which they daim. In practice, however, it 
is generally understood to indude the present 
Polish province of Pomerelia and the Netze dis- 
trict, belonging to the adjoining province of 
Po^n, that i^ the territory tdcen by Prussia in the 
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first Partition of Poland, together with the district 
now included in the Danzig Free State. Thus de- 
limited, it has an area roughly equal to that of 
Massachusetts and Connecticut combined, and a 
population of somewhat less than a million and a 
half. 

Historically, this region has been the battle- 
ground of Slav and Teuton for more than seven 
centuries. The struggle began when a Polish Duke 
of Mazovia invited the Teutonic Knights to estab- 
lish themselves on the east bank of the Vistula and 
to undertake the task of conquering and converting 
the pagan Prussians, who were troubling his bor- 
ders. This was in 1225, and during the following 
hundred years the Teutonic Knights established 
themselves in all the region between the Niemen 
and the Vistula. They covered their territory with 
enormous castles, many of which survive as monu- 
ments to their builders and as rivals in brick of the 
more famous structures on the Rhine. At Marien- 
burg on the Nogat, their capital, they ereaed a 
fortress still deserving its title of the Carcassonne 
of the North. 

Once established, however, the Teutonic Order 
waged war equally with Pole and Prussian. The 
latter were presently either assimilated or annihi- 
lated, and thousands of colonists were brought from 
South Germany to settle this wilderness. In the 
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fourteendi century, the Order crossed the Vistula 
and repeated its exploits. Here again, conquest was 
followed by colonization. Henceforth, therefore, 
the population on this left bank of the Vistula was 
mixed, while Danzig became, what it has always 
remained, a purely Teutonic town. In the fifteenth 
century, however, the Poles defeated tbe Teutonic 
Knights at Tannenberg, on the same field where 
five hundred years later Hindenburg won his great 
victory over the Russians. Thereafter, die disinte- 
gration of the Order was rapid, and the Second 
Treaty of Thom in 1466 not only restored the west 
bank of the Vistula to Poland, along with Danzig, 
but transformed the Grand Master of die Order 
into a vassal of the Polish Throne for the East 
Prussian Duchy. 

In the eighteenth century, Frederick the Great 
found himself possessed of this Prussian Duchy, 
whidi had passed to die Eleaors of Brandenburg, 
and had thus escaped from Polish suzerainty, but 
was still separated from his other dominions by the . 
Polish Corridor, ereaed by the Treaty of Thom. 
To abolidi this Corridor and establish territorial 
unity for his kingdom, he engineered the First 
Partition of Poland. The Second and Third ex- 
tended Prussian holding of Polish territory, and 
even Napoleon, in creating his short-lived Grand 
Duchy of Warsaw, refrained from restoring the 
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Corridor. Finally, the Congress of Vienna con- 
firme d Prussian title to the Corridor, now become 
West Prussia, and to Posen as well, and this con- 
dition endured thereafter until the close of tlie 
World War. 

On the historical side, it is dear, therefore, that, 
while the Poles base their daim upon original 
possession and three centuries of undisturbed occu- 
pation between 1466 and 1772, the Germans rest 
their title upon the conquest and colonization by 
the Knights, and upon the century and a half of 
possession between 1772 and 1919. Ethnically, the 
situation is even more intricate as a consequence of 
the long centuries of intermingling. That the terri- 
tory was originally inhabited by Slavs before the 
advent of the Teutonic Order seems certain. That 
before the World War East Prussia was largely 
Germanized and West Prussia partially, is equally 
true. 

In 1919, that is, at the moment of the making of 
the Treaty of Versailles, the situation was confused. 
In faa, all depended upon the area chosen for a 
test. Thus, in the whole province of West Prussia 
and tihe Netze District, there was an undoubted 
German majority. In the region actually taken from 
Germany, that is, the Corridor and the Danzig Free 
State, while the margin was much narrower, the 
German advantage was still probably dedsive. On 
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the other hand, in the area actually transferred to 
Poland, the Slavs quite as certainly, outnumbered 
the Teutons. But even here, the Germans claim, 
with justice, that not all the Slavs are Poles, and, 
with far less warrant, that the Kashubes, living in 
the Tuchola Heath and farther north, cannot fairly 
be credited to their rivals. 

These claims and counter claims remain some- 
what hazy, because they are based on the German 
side on Prussian statistics, which were notoriously 
partial and no plebiscite ever took place. The ab- 
sence of a vote was explained by Wilson’s decision 
to bestow upon Poland access to the sea over her 
own territory. To give effea to riiis decision, in- 
volved restoring the Corridor as it Bad existed 
before the Fimt Partition. Wilson’s decision was, 
too, based upon the obvious fact that the new 
Poland would have an area greater than that of 
Italy and a population in excess of the Spanish, and 
without free access to the sea, this large area and 
great population would be economically at the 
mercy of Germany, which would hold its natural 
sea gat^. Wilson, too, was profoundly influenced 
by what he conceived to be the moral issue involved 
in undoing the work of the Partitions. 

Poland, without Danzig, would be the situation 
of that part of America b«ween the Ailegfiatfles 
and the Roddes, in the period when France was 
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Still seated at New Orleans. For the relation of the 
Vistula to all Poland is that of the Mississippi to 
the great central region of the United States. On 
the other hand, in German eyes, to erect the Corri- 
dor, with its Danzig attachment, necessarily took 
precisely the form the project to carve out a 
Canadian Corridor along the Hudson, and erect a 
New York Free State at the southern extremity, 
would have in American. And the situation of New 
England in the latter scheme, would be identical 
with that of East Prussia, in the former. 

As to Danzig City, itself, the free state solution 
was in accordance with the traditions of this ancient 
Hanseatic city, and consistent with the ethnic rights 
of the population, which was almost entirely Ger- 
man. In the old Poland, Danzig had at one time 
preserved its Teutonic charaaer and its loyalty to 
the Polish kings. Indeed, even as late as 1815, it had 
protested against final incorporation in Prussia, 
Wilson and his associates at Paris could, therefore, 
believe that history would repeat itself and material 
interests outweigh ethnic circumstances, but, be- 
lieving this, they entirely miscalculated the contem- 
porary force of racial sympathies. 

The immediate effect of the cession of West 
Prussia and the Netze Distria to Poland was three- 
fold. Two million and a quarter of Germans living 
beyond the Vistula were cut off from the Reich. 
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Anodier diird of a million were shut up in the 
Danzig Free State, politically independent but 
economically bound up with the Poles. Finally, at 
lea^ half a million more Germans were turned 
over outrig^it to Polish rule. 

To justify such mutilation of Prussian unity in 
die name of history constituted for Germans just 
what for Americans would be die retrocession of 
Southern California to Mexico, or the Far West to 
the Indians, on the groimd that both regions had 
been taken by violence, and without regard for the 
ethnic or other rights of the original owners. More- 
over, since die Germans held the Poles in the same 
low esteem the Americans of the West hold both 
the Mexicans and the Indians, the resentment of a 
setdement vhicfa surrendered half a million Ger- 
mans to the rule of a race held inferior, is easily 
to be conjectured- And religious prejudices inten- 
sified «hnic hatreds. 

German resentment provoked by the loss of Wea 
Prussia was further intensified by die subsequent 
fate of Upper Sdesia- Historically, Silesia had been 
loa to Poland for at least five centuries, passing 
first to Austria and then to Prussia, foEowing the 
conquest by Frederick the Great. UntE the second 
half of the Nineteenth Century, however, the popu- 
lation had remained Slavic and the te^oo. purely 
agricultural. 
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But discovery of vast coal deposits had later 
resulted in the transformation of Upper Silesia into 
the second greatest industrial area of the German 
Empire. German technical skill and German -capital 
had combined to develop the region. The Oder had 
been canalked to provide cheap transportation to 
the Baltic, and Stettin, at its mouth, had become a 
great port. In Upper Silesia, itself, cities had risen 
in which the population was largely German, while 
along with industrialization, assimilation had pro- 
gressed in the Slavic portion of the population. 

To surrender this region to Poland because of a 
disputable ethnic circumstance, was for all Germans 
as preposterous as would be for the present masters 
of Pittsburgh, the necessity to restore their district 
to the Algonquins — ^if any still survive. Nor did the 
later decision to divide an area which was econom- 
ically indissoluble to suit racial conditions, appear 
less fantastic. 

Yet here, again, Wilson’s intervention deter- 
mined the outcome. He had at first resolved on the 
basis of the Slavic character of a majority of the 
population to demand the unconditional cession of 
the whole area. British opposition, however, finally 
imposed a plebiscite. But when the vote was taken, 
the result only produced fresh controversy because 
of the terms of the election. Thus, while the Ger- 
mans polled sixty per cent of the million and a 
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quarter votes cast, the Poles obtained majorities in 
certain areas, and it had been determined in ad- 
vance tbat territorial distribution was to follow the 
results in localities. 

After long and violent discussion, the League of 
Nations was finally charged with the duty of set- 
tling die question, and its decision, as was inevitable 
in the premises, resulted in a division of the prov- 
ince. The division involved the cession to Poland 
of the larger portion of the coal deposits and of 
most of the industrial districts. Cities, too, which 
had voted for Germany, were inescapably included 
in the Polish area because of the counterbalancing 
majorities in their environs. Here, too, as in West 
Prussia, the Germans based their protests against 
tihe decision on the fact of an undeniable Teutonic 
majority in the whole province, while the Poles 
rested their claims upon the equally clear pr^ence 
of a Polish majority in the area actually acquired. 
Moreover, as the Germans had seen in the erection 
of the Corridor, the destruction of their territorial 
unity, they now discovered in the Upper Silesian 
decision, a similar mutilation of their economic 
unity. 

But far more important than the first emotions 
stirred by the application of the decisions of the 
Treaty of Versailles, were those evoked by the later 
consequences. First of all, throughout all the re- 
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gions turned over to Poland, there began a vast 
migration o£ Germans. Officials, civil servants, 
soldiers, then bankers, doctors, lawyers, who served 
these, then the merchant, the grocer, all those de- 
pendent upon German custom, took the long road 
to exile. Expropriation of rural property, accom- 
panied by extensive voluntary sales, swelled the 
migratory horde. In the first years, more than half 
a million Germans, (750,000, if German figures are 
to be accepted) left the eastern marches forever. 

And, on the heels of these emigrants, there 
flowed in an even larger number of Slavic settlers, 
thousands coming from the Westphalian mines in 
Germany and more thousands fleeing from the Bol- 
shevist fury in the Ukraine. German frontier cities, 
even Berlin, now distant but a hundred miles from 
the new frontier, were compelled to give shelter 
and find support for the fugitives from the lost 
batde of Germanism in the east. Almost over night, 
the German numbers in Posen and Pomerelia 
melted. Bromberg in the former province, whidi 
had counted but 10,000 Poles in 90,000 inhabitants 
in 1910, retained but 9,000 Germans in 119,000 
citizens by 1930. Thorn in the latter province, which 
had held but 5,000 Poles among its 40,000 residents, 
now had but 4,000 Germans in 50,000. 

Belatedly, too, the Germans at last perceived 
that the restored Poland had become a permanent 
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fact. So sure had they been when the terms of the 
Treaty of Versailles had first been published, that 
Poland was a "Season State” destined to disappear 
in a few months as a consequence of the utter in- 
capacity of its people to organize a national exist- 
ence, that thousands of the first exiles had waited 
at the new frontier for the signal to return. So 
confident had been the authorities of the Reich of 
the same event, that despite Polish requests, they 
had recalled all their local servants and railway 
operatives, seeking to hasten the collapse. But, after 
a decade, Polish administration functioned, Polish 
railways "ran”, while German exiles stiU waited, 
and the hastily recalled servants now lived by 
official dole, a permanent burden cmi the national 
treasury. 

As Poland daily assumed an appearance of sta- 
bility, as, contrary to every preconceived German 
judgment, its persistence came to appear more cer- 
tain, the problem of the eastern frontiers took on 
an entirely different aspect. It was no longer simply 
the question of the recovery of the areas actually 
cede4 but more poignantly the problem of the re- 
tention of regions which were still German; of 
Danzig, which, as a free state, maintained its Ger- 
man diaraaer and of Eaa: Prussia, now becane an 
ethnic island beyond the German frontiers. 

As for Danzig, while the local govemmeiH; by 
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means of property and citizenship laws, still ar- 
rested Polish infiltration, its refusal to enter into 
the life of Poland, accentuated by an interference, 
which nearly prevented the passage of arms and 
munitions when the Bolshevist armies were at the 
gates of Warsaw, had led to the creation on Polish 
soil of the new port of Gdynia. And this new port 
had arisen from a fishing village of 200 inhabi- 
tants to a city of 45,000 in less than a decade. 
Equipped with new machinery and with modern 
docks, fed by a railway, constructed by French capi- 
tal, and offering shorter, and therefore cheaper 
transportation for Silesian coal than the old route 
via Danzig, it now became a deadly rival. Montb 
by month, while the tonnage of Danzig remained 
stationary, that of Gdynia took on new propor- 
tions. 

Thus, in fact, Germanism within Danzig is not 
only undergoing siege, but is actually in extremis. 
At will, the Poles can shut off the flow of coal 
cargoes and complete a ruin which had begun when 
separation from the Reich paralyzed all local in- 
dustries. A day may come when the price for the 
commerce by which it lives will be demanded in 
the shape of the suppression of laws which exclude 
Poles from citizensHp. But, on the next day, the 
flow of Polish immigration is sure to repeat the 
Polonization which had already taken place in 
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Bromberg, become Bydgoszcz, and Thom, which is 
now Torun. 

As to East Prussia, isolated from the Reich, and 
on the military side entirely defenseless, since all 
new fortification is forbidden by the Treaty of 
Versailles, even before the war, it had been a land 
of emigratiori in which the natural increase of 
population was overbalanced by the flow to Berlin 
and Westphalia. Always its great estates had been 
farmed solely by the employment of Polish labour. 
But in later years, while the world-wide economic 
depression produced acute crisis, at its frontiers 
there has been waiting a flood of Polish peasants, 
land-hungry, and not only eager to take up the 
land, become unprofitable for German cultivation, 
but also capable of prospering on it because of their 
lower standard of living. 

Imme diately after the Treaty of Versailles took 
effect, land communications between the Reich and 
East Prassia were bad. Ihe Poles exploited their 
control of the connecting railways in such fashion 
as to hamper the transit of goods and humiliate the 
German passengers. In later years, all these abuses 
have be«i t ermina ted and tcnlay the flow of goods 
is as cheap and ^dent as before the war, and 
travellers are undisturbed. But the power to revert 
to the earlier manner remains with the Poles, and 
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tlie feax of such reversion is a continuing element of 
uncertainty in German minds. 

To the Germans, therefore, not alone the fate of 
Danzig, but also that of East Prussia now seems in 
die balance. Despite nationalistic protests, however, 
this danger does not arise from any prospect of 
Polish aggression. On the contrary, time is working 
too advantageously for the Poles to permit any 
thought of military adventure. But, by contrast, to 
nourish this losing batde in the east, the German 
government is compelled to make ever-increasing 
drafts upon a treasury already overburdened by 
reparation payments. 

Thus, although in theory, Poland and Germany 
are at peace today, in fact, a state of war exists 
everywhere from Danzig to Kattowitz. To visit any 
of the cities or regions on this battlefront, is to 
revive the memories of old trips to the firing-lines 
of the "World War. There is no way of translating 
to the publics of the western world any conception 
of the passion, agony, misery and fear which exist 
in all this region, or the effea upon the young gen- 
eration of a life lived in this atmosphere of hate and 
apprehension. 

Across these new frontiers, too, the politicians of 
the two countries exchange threats. On the German 
side, a Cabinet Minister proclaims the inevitability 
of revision, and on the Polish, new efforts are pro- 
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voked to complete the extinaion of diat Gennan 
minority which serves as an excuse for treaty re- 
vision claims. But in this eternal struggle, it is the 
stronger which is losing, and the weaker which is 
winning, measured by the numbers and wealth of 
the two nations. It is, too, the race which has long 
believed itself superior which is losing in this new 
war of attrition. But if the evidence of viaory gives 
fresh inspiration to the Poles, the growing percep- 
tion of ultimate consequences of defeat similarly 
urges the Germans to greater effort. 



chapter Bight 


THE ANSCHLUSS 


If, on the territorial side, the liquidation of the 
Hapsburg Monarchy constituted the most consider- 
able task of the Paris Conference, historically it 
amounted to a revolution. Indeed, to organize 
Europe without an Austrian Empire, was to under- 
take a task without precedent in the face of difficul- 
ties that were beyond exaggeration. "If Austria did 
not exist, it would be necessary to invent it,” 
Palacky had once said, and the phrase had lived. 

Despite all mutations of centuries, Francis Joseph 
had been the heir to an unbroken succession re- 
mounting to the origin of the Holy Roman Empire, 
and Vienna possessed an imperial tradition almost 
as long-continued as that of Rome, itself. Not only 
did the Austrian tradition descend from remote 
centuries, but it was also a German tradition. If, by 
contrast with the Italian, French and British peo- 
ples, the German had never succeeded in achieving 
an enduring political union based upon the in- 
clusion of the Teutonic race within a single system 





THE ANSCHLUSS 


71 

of frontiers, it had long retained a vital sense of 
cultural and moral unity. Divided by a political 
particularism, which has b^n proverbial, die Ger- 
mans have always felt themselves to be one people. 

The "Wars of die Reformation, and the quarrels 
of the Hapsburgs and HohenzoUerns never, before 
1848, served to destroy this sense of racial unity and 
it was not, in fact, until x 866 , when Bianarck thrust 
Austria out of North Germany and, indeed, not 
until 1871, when he launched his new German Em- 
pire on the flood tide of the victory over France, 
that the separation of the Germans of the Hapsburg 
Monarachy from those of the new Hohenzollern 
Empire, seemed definitive. Thereafter, for half a 
century, the world, Teutcmic and non-German alike, 
forgot in the fact of the ever-growing power and 
prestige of the new German Empire, the ancient 
and almost legendary tale of an earlier unity of the 
German race within more spacious limits. 

As the Twentieth Century opened and die cattrif- 
ugal purposes of the several races in die Austro- 
Hungarian Empire became more and more 
unmistakable, there appeared concomitantly the 
propaganda of a pan-Germanism whidi aimed at 
the reunion of all branches of the Teutonic ta)0& 
within the framework of die HohenzoUem Empire. 
On the whole, this agitation gained few recruits in. 
Vi enna, while the old Dual Monardiy survived, 
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and served radier to intensify, than to diminish, the 
secular rivalry between the Hapsburg and Hohen- 
zollern dynasties. 

When, however, at the close of the World War, 
both dynasties crashed, the primary obstacle to 
union similarly disappeared. When, too, the peace 
treaties not alone destroyed the old Austro-Hun- 
garian Monarchy, but also separated the German- 
speaking population of the Austrian half, transfer- 
ring a third of the ten millions belonging to the 
Teutonic race to the new Czecho-Slovakian state, 
and confining the rest within the narrow limits of 
an Austrian Republic, it was inevitable that both 
fractions should instinctively seek not a reunion in 
a national state, which would still be insignificant, 
but inclusion within the frontiers of the German 
Republic 

In respea of the Austrian Republic, which they 
undertook to construct, it is clear that the statesmen 
of Paris were at least influenced by the example of 
Belgium. When in 1830, the Belgian people had 
risen against the Dutch, they had offered themselves 
to France. Not only was such a union ethnically 
natural, since nearly half, and that the ruling 
Walloon fraction, were French by race, but also 
between 1795 and 1814 both Walloons and Flem- 
ings had lived widiin French frontiers. 

The union of Belgium with France in 1830 
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would, however, have destroyed the balance of 
power in Europe, and thus have ccstnpietely undone 
die work of the Gingress of Vienna. Therefore 
Europe, led by Britain, intervened to prevent this 
expansion of French territory and population, and 
the Belgian Kingdom was presentiy established. 
Before the World War, as since, the quarrels of the 
two races have complicated the domestic politics of 
the little state, but in 1914 the German invaders 
found a united nation in arms against them. 

Was it not reasonable to calculate that time 
would work a similar change on the banks of the 
Danube? If, beyond debate, to veto the Austrian 
demand for union with Germany, constituted a 
denial of the will of the people of this fragment of 
the old Hapsburg dcmain, similar denial of the 
request of the Belgian people had not created an 
enduring resentment. Was it not possible, even 
probable, that a similar evolution might take place 
in popular feeling and render not alone tolerable, 
but even satisfaaory, what at tiie moment appeared 
unjust? 

On the surface, there were many reasons to war- 
rant such a calculation. Union with the Reich would 
inevitably reduce Austria to the level of Wurtem- 
burg or Saxcmy, and Vienna to the rank of provin- 
cial capital, like Munich or Dre«len. For all 
Austrians it would mean the sacrifice of one of the 
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oldest and proudest traditions in Europe for a 
position of political insignificance and economic 
dependence. And if the makers of the Treaty of 
St. Germain did not count too much upon the 
parochial patriotism of the Austrian people, they 
did rely upon the pride of those who had for so 
long constituted the ruling race in a great empire. 

’'^at the statesmen of Paris did not reckon with, 
however, was the economic factor. They failed ut- 
terly to perceive the material circumstances to which 
they were condemning the people of Austria, and 
therefore to foresee the possibility that all odier 
considerations would count for little in the minds 
of a people at once economically miserable and 
politically defenseless. But in this state of mind lies 
the basic explanation of the contemporary demand 
of the Austrians for the Anschluss. 

It is, moreover, to misvmderstand completely the 
Austrian sentiment, in the matter of union with 
Germany, to identify it with the passion of the 
French people of Annexed Lorraine for re-union 
with France after 1870, or of the people of Venice 
for union with Italy before 1866. The denial of the 
right of the Austrian people to enjoy the blessings 
of self-determination convicted the authors of the 
Paris Settlement of 1919 of a complete disregard of 
their own principles and professions, but the subse- 
quent demand of the Austrian people for a revision 
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of the Treaty of St. Germain was almost exclusively 
due to material, and not to moral considerations. 

The Paris notion to construa a second Belgium, 
this time in Central Europe, was ill-conceived be- 
cause of the absolute difference in the fundamental 
conditions of Belgium in 1830 and of Austria in 
1919. Alike under Spanish and Austrian rule, the 
Netherlands, before the French Revolution, had 
enjoyed a semblance of national life, and Brussels 
had boasted a minor court. Thus the creation of an 
independent Belgian Kingdom represented the ex- 
tension of a tradition, rather than a violent break 
with the past. Swiftly, too, the acquisition of inde- 
pendence was followed by industrial and commer- 
cial development. Brussels, Liege, Antwerp took on 
new importance, and prosperity was general. The 
Belgian who had been, in a certain measure, the 
political serf of Spanish, Austrian and Dutch mas- 
ters, in turn, and the cannon fodder of the Napo- 
leonic Empire, found himself materially, mordUy, 
politically advantaged by his independence. 

In the case of Austria, the situation was exactly 
the reverse. Almost overnight, the dominant frac- 
tion of a mighty empire fell to the «tate of another 
Switzerland. But, while for the whole a»untry, the 
descent was humiliating, for the capital, the eco- 
nomic consequences of the change were cata- 
strophic For centuries this city, now containing 
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two millions of inhabitants, had lived upon the 
trade, commerce, industry and administration of a 
vast empire. In faa, all of Central and Southeastern 
Europe had paid tribute to the capital of the Haps- 
burgs, and for the huge population of this area it 
had fulfilled the r61es of London and Paris alike. 

By the Treaty of St. Germain, however, it was 
left the capital of a poor mountain state counting 
but four millions of inhabitants outside the city 
limits. It had also become a frontier town, encircled 
on three sides by alien territory, less than an hour 
distant by train or motor. And this surrounding 
circle of frontiers was also marked by tariff barriers 
excluding Vienna from the markets which it had 
supplied, and the trade and commerce on which its 
prosperity was founded. It was as if New York 
City had been reduced to the condition of the port 
of a politically independent Empire State, and saw 
its activities limited to serving the exiguous require- 
ments of the peoples of the upstate districts, and its 
trade and commerce halted at the New Jersey and 
Connecticut boundaries by customs barriers. 

Thus, inevitably, in the post-war years, Vienna 
has declined, the city which in the splendor of its 
public buildings rivalled ancient Rome, and in the 
charm of its life, challenged pre-war Paris, has 
become the centre of misery and decay beyond 
exaggeration, and hardly paralleled in contem- 



THE ANSCHLUSS 


77 

porary Europe. Commerce has weE nigh disap- 
peared, trade has worsened progressively, the great 
banks which served a quarter of a continent have 
failed and fallen, one by one. The Socialist majority 
whidi dominates the town has waged class war 
against the old aristocracy and while tibe dty budget 
has been overweighted to provide magnificent 
quarters for the proletariat, the old land owners 
have literally starved within the shadow of their 
properties, from which they are forbidden by law 
to draw reasonable rent. 

The city limits are, too, a political frontier be- 
tween metropolitan and rural Austria, and the limit 
on the one side of a Socialist paradise, and on dbe 
other, of a bourgeois society. Riots within die city 
have more than once nearly brougjbt city and coun- 
try to blows. But while the municipal peculation 
sedrs union with Germany to achieve fusion with 
the Social Democratic patty of the Reich, the rural 
sees in the Anschluss the prtanise of the protection 
of the bourgeois parties frem the excesses of so- 
cialism. 

The inevitable drift toward Ansdiluss in the 
post-war years has been gready accentuated by die 
policy and performances of Fascist Italy. By the 
Treaty of St. Germain, the Austrians were com- 
pelled to surrender to Italy at least a quarter of a 
million of German-Speaking Tyrolese in the upper 
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valleys of the Adige that the Italians might have 
their strategic frontier at the Brenner. This decision 
of the Paris Peace Conference was, and remains, 
one of the monuments to the triumph of expediency 
over principle in the Paris Settlement. 

With the arrival of Fascism in Italy, this German 
minority was exposed to one of the most ferocious 
and far reaching campaigns of forcible assimilation 
known in post-war Europe. When, too, the protests 
of the persecuted people reached Vienna, and 

these were met in turn by threats of Italian military 
occupation of Klagenfurt, Innsbruck, and even of 
Vienna, itself. And the menace of foreign invasion 
has thus served to reinforce the desire for union 
with the German Reich, bom of economic misery 
and domestic political insecurity. 

In sum, the experiment of an Austrian Republic 
had demonstrably failed even before the great 
financial depression of 193 r came to complete the 
ruin, at once economic and financial, which had 
been wrought by the earlier years. In those years, 
financial aid extended through the League of Na- 
tions and acompanied by alien supervision, had 
proven inadequate, while frantic efforts of inter- 
ested states to establish tariff associations, as a 
barrier to the Anschluss, had been without avail in 
arresting that process of disintegration and decay 
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whidi had set in with the applicarion of the Treaty 
of St. Germain. 

With the passing of years, Austria has thus 
assumed the r 61 e of the mendicant araong the na- 
tions, and Vienna has become the saddest comer of 
a stridcen Continent. To wander through its palaces 
and parks, is to recapture something of the impres- 
sion of those who saw Rome after the Caesars and 
the first barbarian invaders had both departed, and 
die imperial monuments, still undisturbed, teai- 
fied to a greatness which had vanished. Physically 
the city lives; intellectually, moraEy, politically, 
above all spiritually, it is dead. And those who 
loved it in the pre-war days, visit it now as a tomb. 
More and more it has become dear that the authors 
of the Paris Setdement reckoned without the Aus- 
trian people themselves. And like an invalid at- 
tacked by an illness his physicians do not dean 
mortal, Austria, lacking the will to live, has defied 
the best efforts of the doctors. 

But while Austria has declined steadily, and 
Vienna died a litde each day, and the demand of 
the people living alike in dty and country for union 
with the Reich, has increased, the oppositicai of the 
neighboring peoples has lost nothing of its strength. 
In Prague, Rome and Paris, the progress of Hider- 
ism in Germany has added new force to the objec- 
tions to a programme whidi would add seven 
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millions of people to the Reich, bring German fron- 
tier posts to the Karawanken and the Brermer, and 
make of the C2echs a mere ethnic island in the 
Teutonic sea. The Austrian experiment has failed, 
but die reasons which explain it have lost nothing 
of their vitality. On the contrary, the announcement 
of the projeaed tariflE union of March, 1931, was 
accepted in the capitals of the Status Quo powers as 
a threat to European peace, hardly less serious than 
the ultimatum to Serbia in July, 1914. 



chapter Nine 


HUNGARIAN IRREDENTISM 


Between the dc«tninant races in the two halves of 
the old Hapsburg Monarchy, the resemblances were 
only political. Each ruled in a state in which it 
constituted a minority. But while the patriotism of 
the Austrian, such as it was, had an imperial char- 
acter, that of the Hungarian was at once territorial 
and ethnic. More than a thousand years before the 
World War, this Asiatic tribe had crossed the Car- 
pathians, ridden down into the Pannonian Plain, 
off-saddled and settled. Hitherto nomadic, the fol- 
lowers of Arpad became henceforth fixed upon due 
territory they had conquered, and to which they 
promptly gave strategic frontiers, that were still in 
existence when the Assassination of Serajevo pre- 
cipitated die World War. Like the Poles, with 
whom the Magyars have had many hiarorical asso- 
ciations, and for whom they preserve instinctive 
sympathies, the Hungarians founded their state at 
a cross-roads of Europe. In their westward thrust 
th^ had separated &e Slavs of Bohemia from 
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those to the south of the Drave and the Danube, 
and had similarly placed themselves between the 
Teutons pushing down the Danube Valley and the 
Turks, who presently pressed forward in the long 
sustained advance, which was ultimately halted 
only under the walls of Vienna. 

Hungarian history is, therefore, one long tale 
of wars waged against the German and Turk, and 
of power exercised over the Slav. The defeat of 
Mohacs, which brought in its train long servitude 
to Turkish rulers, and the never ceasing resistance, 
depopulated man y of the border areas. Thus, when 
the Turk had at last been expelled, the Hungarians 
were compelled to invite German colonists to 
Transylvania and the Banat, while Rumanian and 
Slav immigrants, fleeing from Turkish oppression, 
established themselves in the south and east. 

For the Hungarians, however, the fundamental 
unity of their country has always been that 
associated with the Crown of St. Stephen which 
antedated the period of Teutonic, Slav and Latin 
infiltration. All Magyar rulers at their coronation 
brandished their swords to west and east, to north 
and south, symbolically re-aflSrming the indestructi- 
ble solidarity of a kingdom which had become al- 
most millennial before the creation of the modem 
German Empire. 

Yet within this kingdom and disregarding the 
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Croais beyond the Drave, and die relatively few 
Italians of Fimne, the Magyars were barely a ma- 
jority. Essentially a people of the plain, they had 
left to the Slovaks all the highlands to the Polish 
Border. In Transylvania and the Banat, the Ru- 
manians possessed a decisive numerical advantage. 
Even north of the Danube, alike in Pancsova and 
the lower Bachka, the majority was Serbian. Poli- 
tical power, however, rested uniquely in Magyar 
hands. Nor did their own long stmggle for racial 
independence teach them respect for the ethnic as- 
pirations of odier people. 

Essentially a soldier people, th^ have always 
regarded their title to their kingdom as established 
by the sword. Even in the Twentieth Century, a 
certain feudal relatitMi survived alike between their 
Idagyar landlords, and the peasants of all races. 
But the Magyar ma^iate and peasant shared the 
same sense, not alone of ethnic unity, but of radai 
superiority, in the face of other tribes. All of his- 
toric Hungary from the Tatra to the Save, and from 
the Leitha to the lower Danube, was the land of the 
Magyars, and all of the inhabitants therein were 
bound to acknowledge Hun^rian supremacy and, 
in the end, to subordinate their own language and 
rights to the larger rights of the ruling race. 

Ibis conception of Hungary, one and indivisible, 
accompanied by a total and well nigh unconscious 
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disregard for the rights of minorities, endured to 
the very end of the World War, and even in the 
hour of complete disaster, the possibility of the 
dismemberment of the ancient Kingdom hardly 
dawned upon the Hungarian people. Nor can any 
sympathy with the wrongs and injustices, which 
they suffered at the hands of the makers of the 
peace treaties, serve to disguise the fact that they 
measurably brought these upon themselves. The 
attitude of the German toward the Pole, of the 
Austrian toward the Czech, found exact repetition 
in that of the Magyar toward the Rumanian, the 
Slovak and the Serb within his domains. Only the 
Germans constituted a privileged race, and were 
thus permitted to enjoy political equality with the 
Hungarians. 

If, on the ethnic map, pre-war Hungary was a 
centre of red indicating the Magyars, and encircled 
by colors marking the predominance of other races 
in all the border distrias, economically it was a 
unit so clearly set off by natural frontiers, so closely 
bound together by geographical and economic ties, 
as almost to justify the Magyar claim that its unity 
had been fashioned by the Divine Will itself. To 
the Danube, which divided it into somewhat un- 
equal halves, all the rivers of the north and east 
found their way either directly or through the Tiza. 
The great central Plain, flat as the proverbial pan- 
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cake, occupied die heart of the country, 'which 'was 
itself inhabited by populations entirely Magyar, 
•while the Slovaks of the north were separated from 
the Czechs by formidable mountain barriers, the 
Rumanians of Transylvania and the Banat, from 
those of the Regat, by the main wail of the Car- 
pathians, and the SerlK of the Bacfaka, from those 
of Serbia, by the mighty Danube. On the southw^ 
too, the Drave was a natural frontier from Carinthia 
to its mouth. 

To Budapest, all railways and highways ran, as 
those of Northern France, to Paris. Nature and ten 
centuries of custom had oimbined to make the 
Hungarian capital the economic; as well as the po- 
litical centre, of this vast region- To undertake to 
divide this area into fractions determined by edmic 
circumstances was economically as preposterous as 
to surround St. Louis and the immediately adjoin- 
ing central states by political frontiers cutting the 
great transcontinental trunk lines. 

And, since no natural barriers, no rivers or moun- 
tains marked racial limits, k involved drawing 
frontiers across the plains, shutting off the peoples 
of the hni<; from their markets in the cities of the 
plains, and exposing the peoples of the lowlands 
to floods coming from the mountains inhabited 
populations unconc^mal with river regulations. 
No’where else in a Central Europe, sttickoi by the 
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folly of edmic frontiers, is it possible to discover 
suda defiance of all economic and commercial con- 
siderations as about Szeged, Szabodka, Nagy Varad 
and Losoncz. 

Nevertheless, once the principle of self deter- 
mination had been invoked, it was clear that the 
charaaer of the border populations must determine 
the surrender by the Hungarians of Slovakia, the 
larger portion of the Banat and even a portion of 
the Bachka, along with Croatia And once more, as 
in the borderlands of the Germans and Poles, the 
task of drawing equitable frontiers was complicated 
by an age-long intermingling of races. Moreover, 
precisely as the Germans of East Prussia constituted 
an ethnic island cut off from the Germans of the 
Reich by the projection of Slavic population, ex- 
tending from the Netze to the Baltic, the Szecklers, 
in the Carpathians constituted a solid block of 
Magyars occupying three counties, but separated 
from the mass of their fellow-countrymen by a wide 
band of Rumanian population. 

No boundary system was conceivable, therefore, 
which did not result, not merely in a far-reaching 
mutilation of the millennial kingdom, but also in 
the creation of very considerable Magyar minorities 
within the limits of the Succession States. To griev- 
ances which were inevitable, however, there were 
added injustices which were avoidable. Thus Hun- 
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gary was deprived, not alone of lands in whidi Ae 
alien majority was overwhelming, and others in 
which it was at least theoretical, but also on a wide 
circle on the whole northern frontier from Press- 
burg to Munkacs, and on the eastern, from Mun- 
kacs to the Danube, lands were taken containing 
almost a million and a half of Magyars, living in 
solid ethnic blocks adjoining the new Hungarian 
boundary. In fact, in dealing with the Magyars, the 
statesmen of Paris permitted dieir friends of the 
Succession States a license comparable only with 
that viaorious generals in another age occasionally 
suffered their troops in a city taken by storm. 

No frontier, of all the many traced at the Paris 
Peace Conference was at once as fantastic and as 
inequitable as that which between die Danube and 
the Upper Tiza cot off nearly three quarters of a 
million of Magyars from Hungary, and without 
ethnic or economic justification, transferred them to 
the new state of Czecho-Slovakia. Not less wanton 
were the mutilations incident to the satisfaction of 
the Rumanian demand to p<BS^ the strategic rail- 
way lines connecting Szatmar on the north, and 
Arad on the south, with Nagy Vaiad, which cre- 
ated still another Magyar minority, this time num- 
bering half a million. Precisely the same considera- 
tions dictated the transfer to Serbia of Sd>adka and 
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its sutfounding countryside with more than a quar- 
ter of millions of Magyars. 

Szeged, the second city of Hungary, was almost 
enclosed in the net of Slav and Rumanian frontiers 
which separate purely Magyar populations, while 
the cession of the Island of Schutt to Czecho-Slo- 
vakia, despite the total absence of even a Slavic 
minority in its population, brought Budapest within 
range of Big Berthas which could be produced in 
the foundries of Skoda and mounted on Slovak ter- 
ritory. Moreover, in the case of Hungary, the Paris 
Conference did not, as in that of Germany, solve a 
problem presented by the collision between the 
equal rights of an enemy and a friendly state, to the 
profit of the latter. On the contrary, while more than 
three millions of Magyars were transferred to Slav 
and Rumanian rule, not ten per cent of this number 
of Slavs and Latins were left within Hungarian 
frontiers, and the relative proportions of the two 
minorities disclose the charaaer of the division. 

Ihus the partition of Hungary at Paris was only 
measurably less complete than that of Poland at 
Vienna. That any nation could patiently accept such 
a settlement, or ever voluntarily resign itself to such 
mutilation, was obviously unthinkable. Least of all, 
however, was it conceivable for the Hungarian peo- 
ple, whose thousand years of history had been 
marked by uncompromising resistance to similar 
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dismemberments. In the first emc^ion of despair, 
following the arrival of rumors of the contemplated 
partition, the Hungarian people surrendered to Bol- 
shevism. Thar phase swiftly passed, but thereafter, 
to the present hour, the whole Hungarian people 
remain unreconciled and irreconcilable in the face 
of their present frontiers, 

Hungarian irredentism thus confronts Europe 
with the demand for the revision of the Treaty of 
Trianon. It is true, too, that for many Magyars the 
demand extends to all of the territories which once 
constituted the Kingdom of St. Stephen. On the 
other hand, time has brought with it, even in Buda- 
pest, a percepdon of the impossibility of restoring 
the state which disappeared in 1919. Far more gen- 
eral today, is the demand for the immediate return 
of the lands in which the Hungarian majorities are 
undeniable, the protection of the racial rigfits of 
the minorities beyond these areas and, in a distant 
future, perhaps, the submission to the inhabitants of 
the Banat and Tran^lvania, as well as of Slovakia, 
of the question as to what allegiance thqr prefer. 
And until justice in the matter of the immediate de- 
mands is assured, Hungary remains intransigeant 
and morally insurgent. 

Inevimbly, however, Hungarian danand for 
Treaty revision awakens id«itical apprehensiom in 
Prague Bwharest and Belgrade. Naturally, too. 
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this apprehension has led to military agreements and 
political .alliances designed to perpetuate the status 
quo. Tlius the Litde Entente encircles Hungary with 
bayonets, and the Magyars, permanently disarmed 
by the Treaty of Trianon, have lived continuously in 
the fear of formidable armies always within less 
than a week’s march of the capital, which has al- 
ready known a Rumanian occupation. 

Fear, hate and suspicion exist everywhere along 
these new frontiers, and oppression and persecu- 
tion of the Magyar minorities, while it varies in 
form and degree, is discoverable in all of the Suc- 
cession states. Economic cooperation, in the face of 
this political condition, is well-nigh impossible and, 
in point of fact, the material hardships of the popu- 
lations in the distrias forcibly torn from Hungary, 
has even exceeded that within the mutilated frag- 
ment that remains. 

It is plain, however, that no treaty revision, even 
ronotely satisfaaory to the Hungarians, could fail 
to re-establidi Slav and Latin minorities wi thin the 
Magyar State or to deprive the Succession states of 
cities, railway lines and highways, which are of 
great economic or strategic importance. And even 
were Czech, Rumanian or Serb statesmen min ded 
to make sacrifices in the effort to arrive at a durable 
settlement, their own publics would repudiate the 
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agreements and destroy the authors. Thus, even 
Benes, who once advocated territorial sacrifices in 
return for permanent reconciliation, has renounced 
his own proposals and taken his stand with uncom- 
promising Czech nationalism. 



chapter Ten 


CZECHS AND THEIR MINORITIES 


Woodrow Wilson was not alone the architect of 
the Polish Corridor but, in addition, in no small de- 
gree responsible for the creation of the Czecho- 
slovak state. Thus the American traveller, who 
descends from his train in the Wilson station at 
Prague, or pauses before the Wilson monument in 
Posai, is impressively reminded of events forgotten 
in the United States but preserved in the memories 
of two grateful peoples. 

In the case of the Czechs, as of the Poles, Wil- 
son’s championship had far-reaching consequences 
for Europe. For, as the restoration of the Polish 
Corridor destroyed German unity, the creation of 
an independent Bohemia insured the complete dis- 
integration of the Hapsburg Monarchy. Once the 
Czechs had withdrawn, all possibility was abol- 
ished of any form of political association between 
the central portions of Austria-Hungary. 

On the economic side, no decision of the Paris 
Conference was as disastrous, since it broke asso- 
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ciations which had endured for centuries and 
separated regions which were interdependent. By 
contrast, on the political side, this dissolution of 
secular ties not only seemed inevitable at Paris, but 
had, in fact, already proceeded far, and perhaps ir- 
revocably, before the Peace Conference assembled. 

In reality, in the councils of the Allied and Asso- 
ciated Powers of 1919 the old Hapsburg Monarchy 
was without a friend or advocate. The reason was 
simple. For a full century Austria had been the 
symbol of oppression in Europe, and Vienna the 
centre of reaction on the Continent. The wrongs of 
racial minorities on both banks of the Leitha were 
notorious. And in the minds of all Allied peoples, 
the share of Austria in die responsibility for the 
World War itself, was sdll unforgettable. 

Thus, for his resolution to create an independent 
Czech state, Wilson found not merely French, but 
also British support. Nevertheless, the diEcuIdes in 
the pathway were not only patent, but formidable. 
CzeA independence had expired in the Batde of 
the White Mountain three centuries before the 
final campaign of the World War. Even before the 
Thirty Years War, the Hussite struggles h^ re- 
sulted in the practical extermination of die Czech 
nobility. For generations the very saise of race and 
culture had been lost. Thus, while the liberation of 
Poland was no more than a restoration, the re-eaab- 
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lis hment of C2ech independence amounted to a 
renaissance. 

On the political side, die Czechs themselves had 
long hesitated over the question of seeking absolute 
independence. Thus, in the Nineteenth Century, 
when die re-awakening of racial consciousness oc- 
curred, Czech ambidon was direaed not at separa- 
tion, but federation. In a word, this Slavic tribe 
sought to exercise die same measure of control 
within dieir own provinces of Bohemia, Moravia 
and Austrian Silesia that the Germans and Aus- 
trians exercised in their respective halves of the 
Dual Monarchy. 

This aspiration, patentiy reasonable in itself, 
was, however, incompatible with Austrian interests, 
for obvious reasons. Within these provinces, whidi 
together contained a decisive Czech majority, dwelt 
an important German minority. And this minority, 
together with the Germans of Austria Proper, con- 
stituted the ruling race in the Northern half of the 
Dual Monarchy. Thus Czech ambitions came into 
square collision widi the prerogatives of the race, 
whidi through long centuries had controlled die 
destinies of the centre of Europe. 

in the face of this Czech challenge, the German 
Austrians had made a tacit alliance with their Po- 
lish subjects of Galicia, allowing them political 
control in this portion of the old Polish state in 
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which there was no considerable German minority. 
Cracow had thus become the spirimal and cultural 
capital of a Poland which politically did not exist, 
and, in return, Polish deputies in the Austrian Par- 
liament had voted with the German, and against 
the Czech. As a consequaice of this division be- 
tween the Slavs, Czech sympathies had always 
been Russian, and this pre-war hostility was accen- 
tuated after the close of the conflict, when Czech 
and Polish claims collided in Teschen. 

At Paris, Allied statesmen were plainly influ- 
enced, in the case of the Czechs, by the example of 
Switzerland as they had been in that of Austria by 
the experience of Belgium. In the Helvetian Con- 
federation, Germans, Froidi and Italians had dwelt 
together almost immemorially, and the reality of 
the national unity of this Alpine republic was un- 
deniable. To Wilson and his associates, daerefore, 
it seemed not only possible, but even probaWe, that 
Czechs and Germans, living together in a territory 
with far more obvious natural frontiers, would re- 
peat the achievement in racial adjustment of dhe 
three peoples of the Swiss Cant«as. 

Once more, as in the case of Austria, howevor, 
the effort to turn out a r^dy-made state upon the 
model of another, whidb owed its development to 
long caituries of evoluticm, proved unsucoe^ful. 
And the explanation lay in the totally diflFerent re- 
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lation, which had for long existed between the 
C2echs and Germans of Bohemia, from that which 
through the centuries had endured between Latin 
and Teuton in Switzerland. For the Swiss races had 
always lived together as equals, while the status of 
German and Czech was that of superior and in- 
ferior. And during the war itself, while Austrian 
jails had been crowded with Czech prisoners, Aus- 
trian generals attributed many defeats to the deser- 
tion of Czech regiments on the field of battle. 

Nevertheless, while the races were irreconcila- 
ble, the lands which they inhabited were indivisi- 
ble. Both Czech and German peoples were equally 
agreed that all attempts to divide Bohemia and Mo- 
ravia on ethnic lines could only produce utter eco- 
nomic disaster. Thus the actual basis of dispute 
between the two races does not arise from any ques- 
tion of boundary, but is, in faa, a far deeper issue, 
which involves the existence of the Czech state 
itself. 

For the German minority, counting above a third 
of the population of Bohemia, Moravia and Aus- 
trian Silesia, which lives in a wide circle along the 
frontiers of Bavaria, Saxony and German Silesia, 
seeks union with Germany. But since such union 
would bring economic ruin, unless the Slavic re- 
gions were also joined to the Reich, it also dreams 
of a future in whidi die Czech nation will be sub- 
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merged in a greater Germany as it was once in an- 
cient Austria. 

Toward such a goal, it is patent, the union of 
Austria itself with the Reich would constimte a 
long step. Then the Czech provinces would be no 
more than a Slavic Cape Cod projecting into a Ger- 
man ocean. Bohemia would become strategically 
the citadel of the German world. But remembering 
the old military maxim — "Who holds Bohemia, 
holds Germany” the Czechs are under no illusion 
as to the length of time they would be permitted to 
garrison the heart of the new Greater Germany. 
Nor are they l«s acutely aware that the Anschluss 
would mean for them an almc^ complete encircle- 
ment by German frontiers, and the transfer to 
German hands of practicaEy every line of cxanmu- 
nication with the outside world. 

Justly impressed by the hazardous situation of die 
Czechs, the statesmen of Paris took another mo- 
mentous step, which was to join the Slovaks of the 
Carpathian highlands of Hungary to the new Bo- 
hemia. On the ethnic side diis unicMi was clearly 
justifiable for, althou^ the differences bttweea 
their dialects are considerably Iwdi tribes are 
Slavic, and are more cicely related to each other 
than to any of their neigb-bors. Historically, on the 
odier hand, diere was no tradidon of a^odadon. 
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For centuries the Czechs had been bound to the 
House of Hapsburg, while for a thousand years the 
Slovaks had followed the fortunes of the Magyars. 

Geographically, this union produced a state of 
absurd dimensions. The distance between Eger on 
the German frontier and the ultimate Ruthenian 
hamlet on the Rumanian border is greater than that 
between Paris and Berlin, but between the Polish 
and Hungarian frontiers, less than that from Paris 
to Rheims. This political union, too, was made in 
dear defiance of all physical drcumstances, for all 
the rivers, valleys and natural lines of communica- 
tion from the Slovak upland run south to the Hun- 
garian Plain, while mountain ridges bar die way 
between Slovakia and Bohemia. 

This union of the Czechs and Slovaks not only 
involved fresh and disastrous economic disloca- 
tions, but also inescapably produced further racial 
confusion. For, although the Slovaks constitute a 
majority m their province, die eastern third is in- 
habited by a solidly Ruthenian population, while 
the southern borderlands contain a considerable 
mass of Magyars. And if, at the moment, the 
Ruthenian minority disdoses no passionate eager- 
ness for union with its ethnic brethren who inhabit 
the Ukraine and Eastern Galida, the Hungarians, 
on the contrary, look forward with undisguised de- 
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termination to reunion with their fellow-Magyars 
beyond frontiers which have no racial warrant. 

Czecho-Siovakia, as created by the Paris Peace 
Conference is then a land of minoriti«i, a country 
in which, in fact, there is no majority. By one of 
the oddest and most ironical of necessities, the 
statesmen of Paris, who undertook to resolve the 
Hapsburg Monarchy into its ethnic fractions in ac- 
cordance with the rights of peoples, found them- 
selves in the end condemned to create a new state 
in which the racial elements were as diverse and as 
irreconcilable as in either the Austrian or Hun- 
garian states of the pre-war era. 

In this new state majority rule is achieved by the 
alliance of rather more than six millions of Czechs 
with materially less than three millions of Slovaks. 
But a German minority of considerably more than 
tiiree millions sets its face toward Berlin, a Magyar 
minority of not far from a million looks to Buda- 
pest, and a Ruthenian minority of half a million 
will, beyond all question, one day l<x>k either to 
Moscow or to Kiev, if Ukrainian independence be- 
otxnes a reality. 

Again, the national aqjirations of tiiese six mil- 
lions of Czechs constitute the single physical ehsta- 
cle to the union of more than sixty-five millions of 
Germans of the Reich, seven millions of the Aus- 
trian Rgmblic, and three of Czetho-Slovakia itself. 
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to association in a Greater Germany, which has be- 
come the ideal of all. Thus the will of nearly eighty 
millions is in conflia with that of less than seven, 
and the Czechs are condemned to seek abroad, and 
in alliance, a security otherwise beyond attainment. 

No people on the European Continent then, can 
be said to live as perilously or as precariously as die 
Czechs. Their existence is permanendy endangered 
by the national and racial purposes of the great 
German people. Their territorial unity on die south 
is menaced by the immutable purpose of the Hun- 
garians, whose numbers also exceed those not 
alone of the Czechs, but of Czechs and Slovaks 
combined. To have lived at all, to have, in addition, 
made a measure of political progress and attained 
a degree of economic prosperity, testifies to the un- 
mistakable faa that the Czechs are the most capable 
of all the Slavic tribes. Nor is it less an evidence of 
the ability of Masaryk and Benes, that they have 
achieved for their country stability at home and an 
influence and position in European councils not 
equalled by nations whose population is far greater 
and whose circumstances are much less hazardous. 

In the face of the geographical, political and ra- 
cial circumstances of Czecho-Slovalda, however, the 
position of its people and its statesmen on the ques- 
tion of die revision of the treaties of Versailles, St. 
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Germain and Trianon, alike is unmistakable. For 
while revision means mutilation for Poland, it 
spells extinction for Czecho-Slovakia. And in such 
extinction, Anschluss would be the first and the 
decisive step. 



chapter Eleven 


ADRIATIC AND BALKAN QUESTIONS 


The dissolution of the Hapsburg Monarchy raised 
still another territorial issue, and provoked a fur- 
ther quarrel between peoples. And this time the 
peoples at odds had been allies of the war. As the 
Poles and Czechs had disputed the possession of 
Teschen, the Italians and Southern Slavs came to 
grips over the whole eastern littoral of the Adriatic. 
Here, too, the opposing policies of status quo and 
revision were advocated not by the victors and 
vanquished of the war, but by peoples whose tri- 
umph or defeat was a detail of the Peace Confer- 
ence itself. 

In reality, bodi the Southern Slavs and Italians 
emerged from the Paris Conference equally dissat- 
isfied with the result. By the secret treaties of the 
war period, Fiume had been assigned to the new 
union of the Slavic tribes, which had already been 
foreshadowed, while the northern half of Dalma- 
tia was similarly earmarked for Italy. But, at Paris, 
Wilson had sought to obtain both Fiume, and all 


lot 
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of Dalmatia, for the Slavs. His failure in the former 
case provoked Serbian resentment, while his success 
in the latter, aroused enduring Italian indignation. 

When, after Paris, D’Annunaio made a theatrical 
descent upon Fiume and put Europe in the presence 
of still another accomplished faa, which was be- 
yond the power of the Allied nations to modify, the 
relations between Italy and Yugo-Slavia entered 
upon a long period of tension, during which actual 
coiiflia frequently seemed unavoidable. Moreover, 
while a modus vivendi presently ensued, the pas- 
sions awakened by the long crisis and the aspira- 
tions of the peoples at odds, made subsequent 
reconciliation impossible. 

The question raised immediately over Fiume, but 
in fact extending to the whole shore of the Adriatic 
from the pre-war Italian frontier to the Albanian, 
recalls in its geographical details the dispute be- 
tween the Poles and the Germans in the Baltic As 
the German populations from Puck to the Pregel, 
even where thqr constitute a local majority, occupy 
territory which is no more than the f agade to a vaa: 
hinterland, entirely inhabited by Poles, so from the 
mouth of the Isonzo to that of the Boyana, Italian 
majorities in Trieste, Pola, and in Fiume, itself, 
merely occupy the waterfront of a region extending 
from the coastal hills to the Drave, in which the 
populaticxi is purely Slavic 
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On the economic side, to interpose political fron- 
tiers and customs barriers between this waterfront 
and the Slavic hinterland is as illogical as to hand 
over Boston, New York and Baltimore, with their 
immediate environs to Britain, while leaving all the 
back country in its present situation; Trieste and 
Fiume were alike, naturally, and as a consequence 
of their development, the ports of all the region 
which had once been under the sway of the Haps- 
burgs. And while Austria had favored one, Hun- 
gary had lavished money on the other. Expensive 
and admirable trunk railway lines led from die 
valleys of the Drave and Save to these ports. Trade 
and commerce flowed easily and in great volume 
by these routes. To cut these lines by new frontiers 
was to render the railways useless and to doom the 
ports to decline, and even to decay. 

On the political side, the extension of the terri- 
tory of die Southern Slavs to die Adriatic inevitably 
created another ethnic batdeground. Historically, 
the association of this coasdand was Latin. No- 
where, even along the shores of the Mediterranean 
itself, are the monuments of Roman occupation 
more splendid. And beside them — ^and even at 
times superimposed upon them — are many of the 
rarest achievements of Venetian builders. Thus as 
Spalato recalls Diocletian, Ragusa reflects the glory 
of die Doges. And today, as in all past centuries. 
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Trieste, Pola and Fiume, like Zara, significantly 
named Italiamssima, contain Italian majorities. 

By contrast, from Gorizia to Cattaro, the Italian 
population is but a Latin fringe to a solid Slavic 
mass, and even to give Trieste tangency to Italy, 
and to join Fiume to Istria, it was necessary to cre- 
ate a Slavic minority numbering more than diree 
quarters of a million within the new frontiers of 
Italy. Thus, as before 1914, there had existed an 
Italian Irredenta in this comer of Europe; after 
1919, there was substimted a region, viewed by the 
Southern Slavs, as an unredeemed fraction of their 
fatherland. 

Bitterness between the two races was of long 
standing. Not only had the Hapsburgs sought to 
modify the character of the town of Trieste en- 
couraging the infiltration of Slovenians and Croats, 
but in the years when they had ruled in the valley 
of the Po, they had drawn their garrisons from 
their Slav populations. And the memory of oppres- 
sion and tyranny sustained by the bayonets of Cro- 
atian and Slovenian garrisons has not ya vanishal 
frcan Milan or Verona. Again, during the ‘World 
War itself, it was the Slav trcxjps of the Dual Mon- 
ardiy which held the line of die Iscmozo against 
Italy and indicted fri^tful casualties, alike at the 
Canso, and cm tibe Bainrizza P l a teau. 

AH the% ttadiricmal rancors woe reanimated 
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when the two races came into collision at the Paris 
Peace Conference and the settlements eventually 
arrived at — ^some of diem only after acts of vio- 
lence — ^were equally unsatisfaaory to both. For the 
Slavs, the enforced resignation of die ports, which 
were dieir namral gateways on the open sea, and 
the transfer of hundreds of thousands of their fel- 
low Slavs to alien rule, which prompdy proved op- 
pressive, was not a solution of the problem, but 
only a temporary postponement of that adjustment 
which they were resolved to obtain. 

For the Italians, on the other hand, the rise of the 
Southern Slav State was a complete and bitter dis- 
illusionment. With the downfall and disintegra- 
tion of the Hapsburg Monarchy, they had hoped 
to achieve not merely the recovery of the Italian 
populations which after 1866 had still remained 
under Austrian rule, but also a position of power 
and influence in all the region of the Danul^ and 
the Drave. But instead, after the Paris Confer- 
ence, they found themselves confronted by a young 
and vigorous state, whose King, whatever the other 
causes for dissension within his newly extended 
frontiers, could always re-unite his quarrelling 
tribes whenever an Italian question was raised. 

This new Slav state, not only challenged the ter- 
ritorial unity of Italy, since it never concealed its 
purpose to acquire Trieste and Fiume, and s imilar ly 
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dosed the way to Italian influence in Souriheastem 
Europe, but also, by its assodation with France, 
brought Italy face to face with the unwelcome pros- 
pect of a war on two fronts. And as her eastern land 
frontiers are menaced by Southern Slav armies 
trained by French officers, and equipped by French 
factories, and supported by French loans, her mas- 
tery of the Adriatic is compromised by French- 
built submarines flying Yugo-Slav colors. 

This direa dash between Italian and Southern 
Slav where their boundaries actually join, has led 
also to an indirect <x>ilision over the control of the 
Albanian state. Albania, itself, had gained national 
independence as a result of the joint efforts of 
Au^ia and Italy to prevent Serbian access to the 
sea during the Balkan Wats of 1912-13. Greece and 
Serbia had agreed to divide Albania between them- 
selves, in advance of their attack upon Turkey in 
1912, the line of division to be the Skumbi River. 

After long delays, during which the presence of 
Serbian troops at E)ura2zo, and the siege of Skutari 
by the Montenegrins, nearly predpitated a general 
European conflict, since Russia championed the 
cause of the Serbs, the will of a United Europe, 
functioning for the last time, fashioned an Alba- 
nian state. But the frontiers of this new state, which 
was totally incapable of defaiding itself, were 
equally inaccqutable to the Gredks in the south, and 
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die Serbs in the north. Moreover, Europe, having 
ereaed Albania, and raised a score of flags on a 
ruined palace in Skutari as witness of the inter- 
national protection resting over the principality, 
prompdy plunged into the universal tumult of the 
World War. 

During the struggle Albania was a battlefield; 
after the war Italy reserved for herself, widi die 
assent of her allies, a privileged position in the re- 
stored principality. But the Albanians themselves, 
a people who antedate all but the Basques in Euro- 
pean occupation, soon forced the Italian garrisons 
at Valona to depart. Italian policy then shifted, and 
widh the coming of the Fascists, Mussolini adopted 
die rdle of a proteaor, rather than a master. Ibis 
r61e was equally obnoxious to Greek and Slav, 
and the killing of an Italian officer on the Greek 
frontier provoked the Duce to the descent upon 
Corfu, which did little credit to his wisdom as a 
statesman, and less honor to Italian arms. 

By virme of this Italian policy, however, Tirana, 
the Albanian capital became a centre of intrigue 
and the batdeground of Italian and Southern Slav 
influences. Thus less than a decade after the whole 
European Continent had been devastated by a gen- 
eral war precipitated by die assassination of Sera- 
jevo, its peace was again placed at the mercy of a 
tavern brawl in Tirana, or a quarrel between Slav 
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and Italian sailors at Durazzo. For, as die old 
Serbia had been the ward of Russia, the new Yugo- 
slavia was die ally of France against Italy, and of 
Czecho-Slovakia and Rumania, against Hungaty. 
ConccKnitantly, Italian diplomacy sought to exploit 
Magyar resentment due to Serbian possession in the 
Bachka and Bulgarian passion bom of Serbian rule 
in Macedonia. 

This question of Macedonia and of die Treaty 
of Neuilly, which gave it the form in which it today 
disturbs the tranquillity of Europe, is for the Bul- 
garians what that of the Corridor is for the Ger- 
mans, and that of their many lost provinces for the 
Magyars. Betweoi 1912 and 1918 the Bul^rians 
fougfit the Turk, the Gredc and Serbian, and finally 
in the World War, took up arms a^inst d^ Allies, 
to possess this rugged and forbidding region 
which is today partitioned between the Gredcs and 
Serbians. 

Historically, the region has been held alike by 
Greeks, Bulgarians and Serbians. It was the seat of 
Alexander the Great. Ochrida was the capital of 
die Bulgarian Czar, Simeon; and Salonica, as well 
as Monastir, belonged to the shortlived empire of 
Stqphen Dushan. Radally the population so far as 
it is neither Greek nor Turkish is of unmistakably 
mixed origin, but just as dearly the majority holds 
itself to be Bulgarian, and in 1919, as after the fir^ 



no CAN EUROPE KEEP THE PEACE? 

Balkan War seven years before, would have chosen 
union with its eastern, rather than its northern, 
neighbor. 

Small as is its area and population relatively, 
too, it has played a great role in the history of con- 
temporary Bulgaria, because it was the centre of the 
movement of national awakening. It has supplied 
that state with its political leaders as well as its 
teachers and, although never, save during the years 
of the World War after the conquest of Serbia, ac- 
tually in Bulgarian hands, has exercised a decisive 
influence upon Bulgarian politics. Even today, al- 
though dominated by Serbian military forces, it is 
still a region of unrest, and neither the majority of 
the inhabitants, nor the people of Bulgaria, itself, 
are reconciled to the status quo. 

Like the Magyars, however, the Bulgarian people 
have suffered mutilation on many sides. The Silis- 
trian strip taken by Rumania in 1913 was not re- 
stored at Paris, while Bulgaria’s outlet on the 
Aegean, cut in half when Greece acquired Kavalla 
after the Second Balkan War, was totally abolished 
by the Treaty of Neuilly, which established Hdl- 
ienic rule from the west bank of the Maritza to the 
old frontiers of the Treaty of Bucharest. Three 
wars, infinite sacrifice and incredible suffering 
have, then, left Bulgaria the smallest of the old 
Balkan states. But these successive disasters have 
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not broken the spirit of the people, nor modified 
their r«oiution to recover their lost lands, of which 
Macedonia is both materially and morally the most 
considerable in their eyes. 

Like Berlin, Vienna, and Budapest, Sofia is, then, 
the capital of a people who are unreconciled to 
their present fate, and the Bulgarian people, like 
the German, Austrian and Magyar, are united in 
the determination to achieve a revision of the Paris 
Setdement. Watched by Greek, Serb and Rumanian 
armies, and themselves forcibly disarmed and for- 
bidden to maintain forces sufficient even to defend 
dieir national territory, they sdll dream of the re- 
covery of Monastic and Kavalla and, although tem- 
porarily helpless, refuse to accept as definitive, 
conditions which are beyond their present power to 
modify. 

And this refusal is a permanent diallenge alike 
to Serb, Greek and R umani an security. For Bul- 
garian possession of Macedonia would cut the road 
of the Yugo-Slavs to the Aegean; Bulgarian re- 
covery of Thrace would dq>rive Greece of a terri- 
tory now thoroughly Hellenized as a consequence 
of the setdement of the Gredc emigrants from 
Asia Minor, and finally, Bulgarian return to Silis- 
ttia, would consdtute a perpetual threat to the Ru- 
manian line of communication which leads frcan 
Buchar«t to Constatua. Here, as elsewhere, it is the 
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vital interests of peoples which are in shock, and 
compromise is equally inconsistent with all national 
resolutions. Thus, while Central Europe has 
been Balkanized, the original Balkans remain un- 
changed. 



chapter Twelve 


CHARACTER OF THE ISSUES 


Examination of tte territorial issues must, then, 
lead to two inescapable conclusions. For the peo- 
ples at odds, these issues are questions which in- 
volve national liberty, unity or security, in a word, 
precisely those things which peoples, ever since they 
came to power in nations, have been prepared to 
fight to defend and ready to die to acquire. And, 
again, in these issues, the rights of the contesting 
peoples are irreconcilable, for by reason of the 
physical, ethnic and economic circumstances, recog- 
nition of the rights of one nation must be at the 
sacrifice of those of another. 

Thus, in the case of the Polish Corridor, it is 
literally true that there can be only a German or 
a Polish solution. There is no middle ground. It is 
German unity against Polish- It is German terri- 
torial ccaitact with East Prussia or PolMi outlet to 
the sea. But above and beyond all else, it is die ques- 
ticm of the German and Polish inhabitants of the 
whole region of the Lower Vistula. And for the 
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American people, who fought a great civil war to 
preserve national unity, the purpose and will of 
both the Teutonic and the Slavic peoples should 
be utterly comprehensible. 

Anschluss would result in the creation of a Ger- 
many, greater in area and population than the 
HohenzoUern Empire of 1914. It would instantly 
threaten the independence and, in fact, the ex- 
istence of the Czech state as it would significantly 
restore the conditions which three centuries ago led 
to the extinaion of the independence of diis' little 
Slavic tribe. For Poland, this reenforcement in 
power would strengthen a Germany resolved to 
suppress the Corridor, and recover Upper Silesia. 

For France, the union of Austria and Germany 
would swell to more than seventy millions the 
population of a state whose numbers now vastly 
exceed the forty milHons of the French Republic 
It would restore the Mitteleuropa of the war, to 
abolish which, was one of the major wax aims of 
France from 1914 to 1918. It would reincarnate 
that Holy Roman Empire against which, under 
Hapsburg sway, the House of Bourbon struggled 
from the age of Henri IV to the eve of the French 
Revolution. It would, in sum, place the hegemony 
of Europe within German reach, and thus reduce 
France, for all future time, to the condition and 
servitude of a second class power. 
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For Italy, die Anschluss would bring even more 
immediate perils. The frontiers of the greater 
Germany would join Italian, in regions where a 
German minority still cries out against Italian an- 
nexation- But diese regions of the Southern Tyrol 
constimte die strategic key to the Italian Plain, the 
accustomed pathway of Teutonic invasion in 
the centuries extending backward to the age of the 
Hohenstauffens. In the same way, the arrival of the 
Reich at Klagenfurt and Villach would constitute 
an instant challenge to Italian possession at Trieste, 
the old port of the Hapsburg Monarchy on the sea, 
which in all Pan-German propaganda is predes- 
tined to serve as die Hamburg of the Adriatic. 

For Czecho-Slovakia, the Anschluss constimces a 
threat to its independence; for Poland, a danger to 
iis unity; to France and Italy, die destruction of 
security. By aantrast, die people of Austria are Ger- 
man; dieir right to decide their own political asso- 
ciation is inherent in the democratic doctrine of 
self-determination. And their present econcHoic 
condition is one of utter and apparently irremedi- 
able misery. Thus the coUiticm of ri^ts is again 
unmistakable. 

And oiK« more the American paraileb hold 
good. On the one hand, the whole conception of 
American saurity has for a century been based 
upon that Monroe Doctrine, -srfiich asserts the right 
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of the American people to exclude European peo- 
ples from effecting any new lodgment of South 
American shores or elsewhere in the two Americas. 
And, at the dose of the Civil War, the readiness 
of the United States to fight to enforce this essen- 
tially status quo doctrine, diaated the withdrawal 
of French troops from Mexico. But, on the other 
hand, the course pursued by the United States, in 
the matter of Texas, is predsely that which the 
German would adopt in respect of Austria. Thus, 
in their own practice, the American people must 
discover precedent for the polities of botii groups 
of nations at odds over the Anschluss. 

For the C2ech, Rumanian and Southern Slav peo- 
ples, revision of die Treaty of Trianon to satisfy 
the most moderate of tbe demands of Hungarian 
irredentism would require sacrifices, which illus- 
trated in American circumstances would mean the 
surrender of whole states and the transfer of mil- 
lions of people to other countries. The Hungarian 
frontier would be brought back to the site from 
which Belgrade was bombarded in 1914. The lines 
of communication between the Czech and Slovak 
halves of the new Slavic republic, vital alike for 
commerdal and strategic considerations, would 
pass again into Magyar hands. Rumania would be 
called upon to cede a territory greater in area and 
population than Alsace-Lorraine, and having a 
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larger Latin population than existed in die Reichs- 
land in 1871. But can any American conceive of a 
president, a political party, a national Congress as- 
senting to similar sacrifices? 

Standing on the banks of the Vistula, die Danube 
or the Maros, the American traveller has only to 
examine the meaning in fact of all the various pro- 
posals for the revision of the territorial decisions 
of the Paris treaties, has merely to translate these 
proposals into terms of his own national geog- 
raphy, to understand why resistance to them is 
unanimous in the nations whose frontiers they men- 
ace. But in Berlin, Vienna or Budapest, the same 
traveller cannot fail to conclude that had the United 
States been dealt with after war as were Germany, 
Austria and Hungary, peace without restitution 
would be unthinkab le for a hundred and twenty- 
five milli on dti^ns of the American Republic^ or 
such fraction of these as still remained free. 

Faced with the reality, having translated it into 
the terms of the American national unity, such a 
traveller would perceive at last how unfounded is 
the familiar legend that these European territorial 
disputes are the product of insensate nationalism 
and unrestrained imperialiaru He would be made 
aware of the fact in all these awntries the 
proportion of reasonable and peace-loving pa>ples 
is not cmly the same, Ixit identical with that in his 
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own. But he would also be brought inescapably to 
the conclusion that the gulf between these reason- 
able majorities in the several nations at odds is, to- 
day, impassable. 

Exactly in the same fashion, the student who ex- 
amined these territorial issues not on the ground, 
but in the light of history, would presently dis- 
cover that the projects of treaty revision in the ma- 
jority of cases simply envisage the substitution of 
an old system of force for the new, of ancient 
minorities for those of the present hour. He would 
see that the programme of the several Cabinets of 
republican Germany, in respea of the Polish Cor- 
ridor, is no more than the old plan of partition of 
Frederidt the Great, thinly disguised by the trap- 
pings of the doctrine of self-determination. Nor 
could he escape the ultimate conclusion that, if the 
collective power of three mighty empires had not 
been sufficient to extinguish the Polish will for na- 
tional life and unity, a new partition modelled on 
the old would not provide a peace of under- 
standing. 

There is, too, another circumstance inescapable in 
Eastern and Central Europe, unrecognized in Amer- 
ica and Britain. For both Anglo-Saxon peoples, the 
World War was utter folly, if not actual crime. In 
their eyes it resulted in human misery and material 
destruction unparalleled in history and unredeemed 
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by any result. When, however, one passe German, 
Au^ian or Hungarian frontiers, it is to enter coun- 
trie for whose inhabitants the great conflia 
brought liberty and tinity, and in whose eye the 
World War holds the same place as the American 
Revolution in those of the people of the United 
State. And while the American Revolution reulted 
in the freeing of no more than three millions of 
colonists from a rule of their own race, the World 
War enfranchised more than forty millions, who 
lived under an alien tyranny and a foreign oppre- 
sion which £nd no parallel in the experience of 
the people of the Thirteen Colonies. 

Thus, the great convulsion, which, under western 
eyes, seems complete and unrelieved waa:e, takes 
on an utterly different aspect, when viewed frcan 
Warsaw, Prague, Belgrade or Butharest, or in the 
capitals of the several Baltic ^tes. In all diese 
cities, knowledge of the horror and destruction of 
the conflia is measured by personal suffering and 
cost, but the tragedy, which goes beyond British or 
Am^ican experience, is redeemed by an independ- 
ence, which constitutes a reward not dispropor- 
tionate to any cost. And the people of the United 
States, who still erea their nxinuments to ti^ hcMior 
of the aiifhnrg of American independence and to 
dte glory of the strug^e vhich made that inde- 
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pendence possible, can hardly refuse to recognize 
their own spirit in other races. 

Again, the memory of an oppression still recent, 
makes the proposal for treaty revision, which for 
millions means the return to the old circumstances 
of tyranny, a threat of war, not a promise of peace. 
Less than two decades ago the Cossacks still pa- 
trolled the streets of Warsaw, and it is not yet fif- 
teen years since the German army of occupation 
withdrew. The men who died for Czech independ- 
ence in Austrian prisons are still within the living 
memory of many of their fellow countrymen. And 
the peoples who recall the svtfferings which belong 
to their own lifetime, are similarly aware of the 
steps by which, in the long past, their independence 
was destroyed, and the circumstances under whidi 
their servitude began. We in the west have grown 
accustomed to liberty, but the peoples of the east 
of Europe have not yet had time to forget dieir 
chains, and for them revision of the territorial pro- 
visions of the peace treaties means a return to their 
prisons. 

But, on the other hand, what western traveller, 
to whom the Germans of the Corridor, the Hun- 
garians of Pressburg, Losoncz or Nagy Varad, the 
Austria n s of South Tyrol, have even in die smallest 
measure, and despite the ever watdiful q^es of 
their new masters, opened their tale of misery, of 
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humiliation, of oppression, can fail to be moved 
deeply or to comprehend why life on present terms 
is intolerable, and to understand why the sufiFer- 
ings of these minorities awaken deep and enduring 
resolution in the hearts of the majorities of the 
same race who are still free, but today disarmed, 
and held to ransom. 

Nothing is easier than to be roused to passionate 
indignation, either by the tales of ancient suffering, 
or of present misery. American and British travel- 
lers easily become the eager champions of one 
people or the enthusiastic advocates of another. But, 
in the end, all such emotions are equally futile. 
Viewed objectively the rights and wron^ take on 
the same aspect. The tragic reality is that these 
rights, equally appealing, these wrongs, similarly 
impressive, can lead only to war. For they are au- 
thentic rigjits and wrongs, and are, therefore, 
b^ond the remedy of solutions based upon abstract 
principles and academic formulas. In a word, the 
territorial issues themselves, are insoluble in the 
light of the present ^irit of «hnic nationalism. 




Part Three 


NATIONAL POLICIES 




Chapter Thirteen 


BASES OF POLICY 


It is self evident that national policies in Europe 
must have their foundations, eidier direaly or in- 
directly, in territorial issues. Outwardly these poli- 
cies differ, as the conditions and interests of 
peoples are various. But although across national 
frontiers they take on monstrous proportions and 
are explicable only in terms of political folly and of 
moral obliquity, viewed objectively, they must smn 
in all American ^es hardly distinguishable. 

Unfortunately American understanding of the 
policies of European nations is hampered by an un- 
conscious adoption of the point of view of one of 
the various peoples actually in controversy. In- 
stinctive, hereditary or accidental sympathies lead 
to ardent championdaip or violent condemnation. 
And in the poa-war years an enormous European 
propaganda carried on in the United States with 
the obvious purpose of enlisting American scqjport 
for each of the many national causes has further ob- 
scured the facts. Yet every Emropean people’s judg- 
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ment of the policy of anodier is equally unreliable 
as a basis for accurate appraisal. 

Thus the British, who view it as an esample of 
unparalleled unselfishness that they should defend 
the liberty of Belgium, see in the same policy of 
France, in respea to Poland, only fresh proof of the 
traditional French ambition for European hegem- 
ony. As for the Germans, to them British solici- 
tude for the rights of the Belgians, and French, for 
those of the Poles, appear a similar concern for na- 
tional security covered by an identical pretense of 
regard for the sacredness of treaties. 

Again, the French, who for half a century re- 
jeaed all German proposals for reconciliation on 
the basis of the status quo and uncompromisingly 
dananded the return of Alsace and Lorraine as an 
antecedent condition to friendship, see in the Ger- 
man purpose to recover West Prussia and Silesia, 
proof of a willingness wantonly to destroy the 
peace of Europe. Nor do the Germans, who reckon 
French policy in respea of the Reichsland before 
1914, one of the major causes of the World War, 
discover any spirit of revanche in their own pur- 
pose. Yet, for the rest of mankind, the distinction 
between the French attimde toward the Treaty of 
Frankfort and the German toward that of Ver- 
sailles, is imaginary. 

As for the people of the United States, since for 
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diem security has always seemed conditicMied upon 
isolation, their national policy has been continu- 
ously expressed in the prohibition of Europe lodg- 
ment upon American shores. But while, in the eyes 
of the people of the United States, this policy has 
taken on die appearance of a pure and disinterested 
championship of the liberties of the Latin Repub- 
lics, for the peoples of these republics it is at once a 
threat of hegemony and in the light of Mexican 
history, a monument of hypocrisy. And for Euro- 
peans, the Monroe Doctrine is the frank and un- 
varnished expression of American imperialism. 

In the same fashion, peoples who find the poli- 
cies of their neighbors injurious to their own inter- 
ests, or fatal to their conc^rions of world order, 
not only pronounce the otaioxious doctrines im- 
moral, but invariably charge diem to die unregen- 
erate and unrepresentative leadership which th^ 
discover easily in the offending nation. And they 
are always awaiting confidendy a change in the do- 
mesdc political situation whidh will produce a 
change in foreign policy. 

Yet, while political control shifts frequendy in 
every country, and new leaders appear regularly, 
national policies endure, litde modified frctn gaor 
eation to generatioa, and, indeed, from century to 
cjcimiry. Labor Governments in Britain have diown 
themselves no less insisteiu upon dK: two power 
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naval standard in Europe, than their Tory prede- 
cessors. The programme of the German Republic, 
in the matter of the Polish Corridor, is that of Fred- 
erick the Great. French policy, in respect of the 
dominant state beyond the Rhine, has altered little 
in the hands of Delcasse and Poincare from the 
form which it received at the hands of Richelieu 
and Mazarin. 

Precisely as peoples misunderstand the policies 
of their neighbors, they also misinterpret the means 
by which these policies are made effective. Thus an 
island people, for whom the possession of a su- 
preme fleet is the guarantee against invasion com- 
ing across die seas, identify die desire of a conti- 
nental power for a supreme army to watch an open 
frontier, as flagrant militarism. To the Italian, how- 
ever, British naval supremacy in the Mediterranean, 
and French military mastery of the Continent, ap- 
pear similar expressions of an identical imperialism. 

The same criticism extends to the political means 
employed to sustain national policies. Thus the Brit- 
ish, who, over and over again in their history have 
organized coalition wars to check or break the 
power of a continental state, find it inexplicable 
that in peace a continental state should indulge in 
military alliances. Nevertheless, it is equally patent 
that the British have only abandoned their coali- 
tions when the results of war have assured the in- 
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terests they took up arms to protect, and that the 
military alli a nces of the Continent in peace time 
are but the evidences of the persistence of perils 
arising from the unsettled issues of conflict. As for 
die German, who having been recently beaten by a 
British coalition in war, now in peace finds himself 
menaced by a French, he will hardly discover any 
fine moral distinaion between the two. 

In sum, in the eyes of all peoples, the policies of 
other nations seem based solely upon selfish consid- 
erations, while their own appear firmly established 
on right and reason. But, in faa, all national poli- 
cies are similarly founded upon purely parodiial es- 
timates of domestic interests and foreign dangers. 
And, in support of these poiid«, every people em- 
ploys the means it deems most appropriate, displays 
die same unconcern for the effect of its policy upcai 
other nations, and rejects with utter scorn proposals 
for amendment coming from abroad. Similarly, all 
peoples found their programme of peace upon 
changes of policy by other states, and their disarma- 
ment plans upon the renunciation of weapons use- 
less in dieir own hands, but dangerous in those of 
others. 

It is, therefore, a pure waste of time to consider 
national policies save in the eyes of the pec^les, 
who pursue than, and whose will and jud^nent 
th^ express. To assume that coUisions of national 
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policies constitute struggles between right and 
wrong, idealism and selfishness, democracy and re- 
action, in faa, between good and guilty peoples, is 
to end in a hopeless impasse. For while most coun- 
tries have adopted the gold standard in respect of 
money, in the matter of policies they have retained 
their own currency, and none is redeemable at face 
value beyond domestic frontiers. 

No illusion is, too, more common and more dan- 
gerous than that which assumes the existence of a 
world opinion* which will sweep away the barriers 
to international cooperation discoverable in the pol- 
icies of individual countries. In die post-war period, 
such assumptions have invariably proven un- 
founded. It was as the self-appointed spokesman of 
this imaginary world opinion that Woodrow Wil- 
son appealed to Italy in the matter of Fiume during 
the Paris Conference. But the unanimous voice of 
the Italian nation reinforced the demands of Or- 
lando and Sonnino, which had provoked the Wil- 
sonian appeal. Hoover had a simil ar esperioice 
with his Moratorium. 

Confident that he voiced the sentiments of all 
other peoples, Charles E. Hughes went to New 
Haven and addressed a solemn protest to the 
Frendbt Nation against an occupation of the Ruhr. 
But Poincare was not delayed for a single day by 
the protest, and French public opinion obeyed not 
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international, but national inspiration. And, in 
precisely the same fashion, the utter unanimity of 
European public opinion on the subject of del«: can- 
cellation has served to anger, not to convert, the 
American people. 

Half a generation after the event, the mass of the 
German people still reject the moral verdia passed 
by most of the rest of mankind upon the invasion 
of Belgium. Conceding the smpidities and follies 
which surrounded the action and for which their 
statesmen were responsible, the great majority of 
Germans still believe that their country, faced with 
utter ruin, was warranted in seeking escape from 
impending catastrophe by the Belgian route. Criti- 
cism of Bethmann-HoUweg for publicly describing 
the Treaty which guaranteed Belgian neutrality as 
a "scrap of paper” is unanimous, but condemnation 
of die Chancellor for thinking of it, as such, is rare. 

The whole Wilsonian Adventure m Peace at 
Paris was based upon the conviction that, while 
European statesmen still remained subjea to Old 
World ideas and principles which were narrowly 
nationalistic, the masses were dominated by a new 
international idealism. Thus the Ameriain Presi- 
dent was satisfied that he had rally to app«il to the 
peoples, over the heads of dKir prime ministers, to 
obtain a peace of jusdce and understanding. But to 
all peoples, beginning with the American, the Wil- 
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sonian appeals were without avail when they placed 
international idealism above national realism. 

It is, then, with the clear perception that world 
opinion does not today go beyond the limits of 
what the several peoples believe all other nations 
ought to think, that the examination of the national 
policies of European states must be examined. For, 
in the post-war period, while the defeated nations 
have from time to time been constrained by force 
to modify their policies, temporarily, no people has 
yet consented to the voluntary abridgment of na- 
tional purpose in the cause of international peace. 





Chapter Fourteen 
GERMANY 


No TASK could conceivably be more diflScult than 
that of presenting a clear and intelligible picture of 
German policy in the post war years. Not that the 
purpose of the German people has been obscure; 
on die contrary, with utter consistency and con- 
stancy, they have sought escape from the system of 
the Treaty of Versailles through abolition of repa- 
rations payments, removal of the unilateral dis- 
armament circumstances and, finally, throu^ re- 
vision of the territorial clauses of the treaty, as these 
fix the eastern frontiers of the Reich, and forbid 
union with Austria. 

Claritjfcof purpose has, however, been acoxn- 
panied bytonfusion in thought, which has resulted 
in disasters almost as ccwmplete as those of the war 
itself. Always, too, the German people have suf- 
fered from precisely the same psychological de- 
fects which explain the eventual arrival of Marly 
thirty nations in the ranks of their enemies during 
Ae World War. CcxiviiKxd of the moral mjusti<» 
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and the physical impossibility of the Paris Settle- 
ment, they have failed at all times to perceive the 
cruel restrictions which hedge about a beaten peo- 
ple and limit the aaivities of a nation at once 
disarmed and impoverished. Thus, in all German 
effort there has been an absence of any sense of 
measure and a fatal neglea of every reality. 

Equally serious has been the handicap arising 
from the absence of statesmen capable alike of de- 
fending German rights abroad, and of organizing 
order at home. At Versailles the defeated Ger- 
many was able to send no diplomat like Talleyrand 
to urge a case not different fundamentally from 
that of France at Vienna, a cenmry before. In do- 
mestic politics there were lacking a Thiers and a 
Gambetta to restore order, re-establish government, 
and vindicate authority. Thus ineptitude abroad 
was accompanied by incoherence at home. 

Responsibility for the lack of able foreign minis- 
ters alike before, during and after the ’Wjerid War 
must, in the end, be laid at the door of Bismarck 
himself. The Iron Oaancellor had gathered into his 
capable hands all the control and direction of the 
Empire, which was his own handiwork. While he 
reigned in Wilhelmstrasse, German policy was clear 
and German prestige abroad unequalled. At the 
Congress of Berlin, he proved himself the successor 
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of Mettemich as the “coachman of Europe.” But he 
brooked no equal, and trained no successor. 

As a consequence, when William II dropped the 
old pilot and, undertook, himself, to direa the for- 
eign policy of a great empire, he was unable to find 
competent ministers, as he was personally incapable 
of guiding the foreign afiFairs of his country. In 
Buelow he found a talented but dangerous servant, 
whose game of prestige awakened the apprehension 
of the Continent. And when Buelow fell, the court 
which had become By2antine and the ministers, 
who were totally incompetent, blindly followed 
pathways which led, not by design, but by fatal 
ineptitude, to the supreme disaster. 

When defeat came and the Emperor fled, the 
German people rather endured than shared in the 
revolution of November, iprS. What took place 
was not a popular rising like that in Paris in 1830, 
1848, or 1870. A passive and almost voluntary ImuJc- 
ruptcy removed an old regime, but in the r^ublic 
which succeeded, all the traditional German par- 
ticularism, which over long centuries had ke|«: the 
German people divided and weak, reappeared. 
Then, and thereafter, there was lacking that insana 
for self preservadcm, whidi alwa]^ in times of crisis 
leads the Frendi people to govemnsents of public 
safety, and enables them to throw up a Gambetta, 
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a Qemenceau or a Poincare to meet perils, whether 
political, military or financial. 

The consdmtion, which the German peoples 
adopted at Weimar, was a model of democratic 
theory, but for a people utterly untrained in the 
praaice of self government, and totally incapable 
of domestic solidarity in the presence of perils at 
home or abroad, it was predestined to produce that 
incoherence and paralysis which have prevailed 
from 1919 to the present hour. Proportional repre- 
sentation forbade majority rule, and the particular- 
ism of the innumerable parties made administration 
a problem in tight rope walking, not a question of 
orderly government. And no comprehension of 
post-war Germany is possible which does not count 
with these two circumstances, the absence of leader- 
ship, and the impossibility of domestic political 
solidarity. 

The terms of the Treaty of Versailles came to the 
German people as an utterly incomprehensible 
decision. In the pronouncements of Woodrow Wil- 
son they had seen the promise of a generous peace 
and a prompt restoration of the German nation to 
its pre-war position. And, as a consequence, die 
complicated and terrible conditions of the Paris 
Settlanent seemed at one time a violation of the 
Armistice terms on which surrender had been based 
and the revelation of a purpose to make German 
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recovery impossible for all time. The moral, terri- 
torial, financial and military clauses of the treaty 
instantly took on, in all German eyes, an equal im- 
portance as details in a coherent programme, which 
was designed to keep a great people forever weak, 
impoverished and subject. 

As a consequence, the German will to resist was 
immediate and unanimous. It was directed not 
against one portion of the treaty, but all. It ex- 
pressed the instinct to live in the presence of a 
saitence of death. But unhappily for the German 
people, while, at least in its financial clauses, the 
treaty outran all possibility of fulfilment, and in 
its "guilt clause” passed human endurance, the 
power which was now in the hands of the victors 
who were to apply it, was absolute. 

And in the tragic situation in which they found 
themselves, the Germans were not only without 
leadership, but tfaqr were also incapable of agree- 
ing upon a course to pursue. Survivors of the old 
order urged a military alliance with Soviet Russia, 
satisfied that the speare of this "Eaa:em Orienta- 
ticai” would terrify the vicrors of the war for wfacm 
it would assume the proportions of a forecast of a 
Boisfaevhed Europe. 

Against this prescripticm of utter folly, other 
vcaces were raised in support of a policy of passive 
resistanoe, acxxflnfMmied by partial fulfilment, until 
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such time as the unreasonableness o£ the reparations 
programme was disclosed, and wisdom and judg- 
ment returned to viaors, now intoxicated by the 
extent of their viaory and, at the same time, ap- 
palled by the costs of their triumph. 

But while partial fulfilment provoked the as- 
sassination of Erzberger and Rathenau, passive 
resistance, which extended to the military clauses, 
silenced British voices raised on behalf of the de- 
feated enemy, while default in payments placed in 
French hands legal warrant for coercion. And con- 
comitantly, the ostentatious flirtation with Moscow 
awakened an apprehension which insured the resort 
to force. Thus, close upon the heels of the Treaty 
of Rapallo, made by the Germans and Russians 
during the Conference of Genoa, with fatal conse- 
quences to that gathering, French troops marched 
into the Ruhr, and took the industrial life of Ger- 
many by the throat. 

The result was never in doubt, and in Septem- 
ber, 1923, nine months after the occupation of the 
Ruhr, Germany surrendered unconditionally. The 
first attack upon the Treaty of Versailles had failed, 
but the Ruhr War had been in many ways more 
disastrous than the World War itself. For while 
in the great conflia it had been the old, ruling class 
in Germany which had been overthrown, in the 
later campaign the middle class was destroyed, and 
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the liquid capital of die Reich exhausted. Thus, at 
one time the foundations of domestic order were 
sapped, and Germany was condemned to seek 
abroad those funds necessary to operate her vast 
industrial machine. 

After the Ruhr, Stresemann arrived. In him, Ger- 
many found, not alone die single competent dom«^ 
tic politician of the post war period, but also the 
sole successor of Bianarck in the foreign field. 
Widi equal courage and vision, he abandoned the 
"Eastern Orientation” and the policy of passive re- 
sistance. like Thiers and Gambetta in 1871, he saw 
that the immediate prdilem was to restore the in- 
dependence of his country by obtaining the evacu- 
ation of national soil, the abolition of financial 
control and return of Germany to the councils of 
Europe on the footing of a great power. 

■With absolute clarity he perceived that ocaie of 
these tilings was possible save with the consent of 
the victors of the war, and in practice, this meant 
with the consent of France. This he purchased by 
the Truce of Locarno. The price Stresemann had 
Co pay was set foith in the pacts of 1925. In the 
wea, Germany recognixed voluntarily that the 
scams quo of Versailles was definitive. In the east^ 
the Reich pledged itself to undertake no revitioa of 
frontiers by foroe. Thus the question of Alsace- 
Lorraine was removed from the lia: of Eurcpean 
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problems, and France, further fortified by British 
and Italian guarantees of the Locamian contract in 
its Rhine detail, obtained a new assurance of 
security. 

Nor is it less clear that the German people, them- 
selves, were in the main prepared to resign their 
claims to Metz and Strasbourg in return for the 
recovery of their independence, and in the prospect 
of an early revision of the reparations and military 
clauses of the Treaty of Versailles. For the rest, no 
one more clearly than Gustav Stresemann, who had 
been a frank annexationist in the more prosperous 
days of the World War, before disaster came, en- 
visaged the eventual recovery of the Corridor and 
the inevitable realization of the Anschluss. But like 
Gambetta, his counsel to his fellow-countrymen 
was never to forget, and never to mention the “lost 
provinces” of the eastern mardies. 

Locarno gave Germany substantially five years of 
relative calm, and in that time French troops left 
the Rhine, international commissions, financial and 
military alike, quit Berlin; the Dawes Plan, which 
had been the prelude to Locarno, was followed by 
the Young Plan, bringing further reduaions in 
reparations. But even more important than all else, 
Germany at Geneva appeared once more in the 
guise of a great power, and Stresemann, together 
with Briand and Chamberlain, constituted a tri- 
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umvirate of peace and were literally masters of 
Eixrope. 

The death of Stresemann, however, marked the 
end of the Truce of Locarno. That domestic politi- 
cal incoherence, to restrain which actually cost 
Stresemann his life, promptly reappeared. More- 
over, in the five years following the agreement of 
Locarno, profound changes had taken place within 
the Reich itself. Economically and psychologically, 
Germany had begun to escape from the conse- 
quences of a lost war. The immediate post-war fear, 
that the Reich was doomed to die, disappeared. 
Something of the old confidence returned, mem- 
ories of the great r 61 e the nation had played be- 
tween 1870 and 1914 revived. 

A new generation was, too, beginaing to appear 
on the stage. This generation had not known the 
war. The horrors of the trenches, die agony of gas 
warfare, the unimaginable miseries of conflia, alike 
at the front and at home, were unknown to this 
youth. On the contrary, it was confronted by a 
national life restriaed to limits within which op- 
portunity was lacking. Responsibility for the disasr 
ters which had produced this reduction in naticml 
laature, rested with another generaricMi and a dif- 
ferent regime, and the new Germany was equally 
impatient of burdens inherited from the pa^ and 
restraints which dominated its present 
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The departure of the French armies of occupa- 
tion, and the disappearance of all representatives of 
international control, stimulated this sense of na- 
tional strength and independence, but at the same 
time, intensified the resentment of handicaps still 
remaining. And these handicaps were twofold, the 
reparations payments, which continued, and the 
eastern fronriers, whidi had now endured for a full 
decade. Moreover, the original German conviction 
that Poland would collapse of its own incoherence 
was vanishing in the presence of a Polish Republic, 
visibly gaining not losing in stability. 

German youth was, too, profoundly moved by 
the evidences which multiplied, not only of the 
rapid disappearance of German minorities within 
the lost provinces, but also of the ever mounting 
menace to the German populations alike in Danzig 
and East Prussia. But a disarmed and tribute-pay- 
ing Germany was helpless, and thus the financial 
and disarmament clauses of the Treaty of Ver- 
saiEes took on in German eyes the charaaer of a 
system designed to perpetuate the mutilation of the 
Reich, and to prepare the way for the loss of all 
German foundations at and beyond the Vistula. 

Manifestly the German giant was again begin- 
ning to stir uneasily. And the evidences of this 
returning strength and developing purpose awak- 
ened apprehension in Paris, and natural feats in 
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Warsaw and Prague. These fears were stimulated 
by recurring demonstrations of war veterans on 
both the eastern and western frontiers. German na- 
tionalism roused French, which had viewed with 
profound disapproval and utter lack of faith, the 
evolution of French policy under the guidance of 
Briand, and in confomoity with the spirit of Lo- 
carno, and although the great majority of the 
French people sincerely desired reconciliation and 
cooperation with Germany, their hope was new 
bom while their fears were secular. 

Then, finally, fell the great economic depression 
of 1930-X93X. To the Germans the promised relief 
of the Young Plan proved illusory. Unempioymait 
mounted iiuro the millions, misery spread. The 
masses, who had recovered a measure of cwifidenoe 
after the terrible nightmare of the inflation period, 
suddenly found themselves reduced to circum- 
stances which recalled recent suffering. The old 
regime, which had been dispossessed, the middle 
ch^ which had been impoverished, the youth, 
which saw the door of opportunity now double- 
bolted, shared the same feelings of despair. The 
iliusicxi of Jjocaiao se&oaed as bitter a mockery as 
the mirage of Wilson’s Fourteen Points. 

Again, while the rest of the world suffered frc«n 
the “econcaiiic blizgard”, all other peoples, natu- 
rally and necessarily, looked witto themselves for 
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die causes of dieir misfortune. But for the German 
people, the cause was instantly and unanimously 
identified as the Treaty of Versailles. For more 
than a decade, from the very launching of the Paris 
Setdement, the Germans had been deluged with 
propaganda setting forth the faa that German re- 
covery and German existence were impossible 
under the system of the Peace Conference, and 
now, after ten years, the proof was plain for all 
to see. 

Inevitably, dierefore, protest burst forth on all 
sides. And with equal insistence, millions of voices 
demanded the abolition of the financial and the 
territorial prescriptions of Paris, and even the resto- 
ration to the Reich of the right to equal armament 
with its neighbors. But once more, the fatal division 
of the German people reappeared. On the one hand, 
a new National-Socialism, which was at bottom no 
more than the pre-war nationalism in a Fascist dis- 
guise, repeated the doarine of Potsdam; on tiie 
other, a rapidly recruiting Conamunism advocated 
the principles of Moscow. Thus a whole people, 
reduced once more to misery, was stirred in its 
despair by conflicting counsels of violence. 

And, in the Autumn of 1930, this counsel pro- 
duced a new and far reaching political upheaval. 
On willing ears fell the fiery appeals of the Na- 
tional-Socialists, led by Hitler, a clever demagogue 
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with an amazing popular appeal Ihe miserable 
millions heard and believed that salvation was at- 
tainable only by the repudiaticHi of a treaty whidb 
had been imposed simply as a result of the weakness 
and folly of German statesmen, and endured solely 
because of the shameful and cormpt quiescence of 
cowardly politicians. Reparations were to be abol- 
ished, frontiers revised, Germany to be herself 
again, if only Hitler and his motley crowd were 
swept into power. 

And the Bruening Government, weak and di- 
vided, fearful of election returns and itself shaken 
by the spectacle of national misery, bowed to the 
storm, and commissioned Treviranus, one of its 
ministers, to proclaim publidy for it the programme 
of revision of the eastern frontiers. Even this course 
failed to break the force of the sorm, and in the 
September election, while the new Nationalists 
counted more than six millions of votes, the old 
G)mmunists harvested more than four and a half. 

Beyond German fromiers this explosion had coa- 
sequences doubly disaaxous for Ger m a n y. On the 
one hand, Paris, Wamaw and Prague took ala rm 
politically, and cai the other, the world, which had 
adventured its money in the Reich, became fearful 
for its funds. Ihus, while the policy of France and 
her Polish and Czech allies ImdetKxl, the ooncem 
of foreign investors led to a rapid withdrawal from 
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Germany of the vast short term loans, which were 
the lifeblood of her industrial system. 

Yet once more, as in the fatal submarine crisis 
during the World War, German statesmanship was 
incapable of calculating die effeas of its policy or 
of appraising the realities abroad. At the bottom of 
every German mind was the conviction that the 
whole world was so deeply concerned, alike morally 
and materially, with the peril to itself of a Red or 
ruined Reich, that it would perforce intervene to 
save Germany, once the desperate character of the 
domestic situation were perceived. The same naive 
confidence in the absolute right of Germany to 
safety, which had moved Bethmann-Hollweg to 
justify the invasion of Belgium on die ground diat 
Germany was "in a state of necessity” led Bruen- 
ing and his foreign minister Curtius to a final folly. 

Thus, still hard pressed by domestic political op- 
position, and nee^g a shining success abroad, 
Curtius, in March, 1931 put Europe on notice of 
Amtro-German purpose to live within common 
tariff frontiers. But for France, for Czecho-Slovakia, 
for Poland, this was the Anschluss. In form and 
phrase, the proposal borrowed the language of the 
ZoUvereins, which were the preliminary steps to die 
unification of Germany, as Sadowa and Sedan were 
the caxlmmating acts. 

Nor was diis all. The manner of announcing the 



GERMANY 


147 

projea was the manner of Tangier, of Bosnia, of 
Agadir. Ic was precisely the method employed by 
Vienna in launching the Serbian ultimatum of 
1914. And, in itself, it constituted identically the 
same challenge to Paris that the summons to Serbia 
had been to St. Petersburg. The whole French sys- 
tem of alliances, the entire prestige of France in 
Europe, the security which rested upon both, would 
collapse, if this challenge went unanswered. The 
Treaty of Versailles, in its territorial, financial and 
military provisions would be fatally breathed. 

But the Germany which issued this challenge 
a:ood, hemelf , on the very edge of a financial abyss. 
The ebb of short time credits, which had begun 
with the National-Socialist explosion of September, 
1930, had never been completely arrested. German 
obligations abroad far exceeded the capacity of the 
German banks to liquidate were any sudden de- 
mand made for rq>ayment. The whole financial 
system, and therefore the econtanic as well, was a 
house of cards. And the defiance to France which 
had ccxne from Berlin, was predicated solely upon 
the prepcsterous assum|«icm that the Anglo-Saxon 
pec^les could and would save Germany from the 
consequents of a aep, vdiich however to be justi- 
fied upon nroral grounds, and iKiwever to be sus- 
tained ffltt the basis of purdiy ecMMunic realms, 
pc^ticaiiy constituted a dedaraiion of war. 
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As was always inevitable, the Frendi response to 
the challenge was swift, sure and devastating. 
Briand, who might have been president of the Re- 
public, was ignominiously defeated, and his defeat 
was the advertisement to the world that his country 
had abandoned his policy, which was the policy of 
Locarno. At Geneva, French and Czech demands 
compelled the reference to the World Court of this 
Austro-German proposal, which, it was alleged, 
conflicted with treaty and other obligations. But 
this evasion of the issue did nothing to dimmish 
the unrest which the affair had produced in Europe. 
On the contrary, from one end of the Continent 
to the other, it was perceived that Europe was in 
the presence of what was perhaps the gravest crisis 
since Serajevo, itself. 

And the repercussions of this crisis, financially, 
were immediate. Almost overnight there began a 
run on German banks precipitated by the desire of 
the foreign investors to recover their loans. Con- 
fidence, alike in the domestic and foreign circum- 
stances of the Reich, was abolished. Barely more 
than a hundred days after the challenge of Wil- 
helmstrasse had gone forth, Bruening and Curtius, 
Chancellor and Foreign Seaetary of the Reich, were 
in Paris. As Erzberger and Winterfeldt had gone 
t» the Forest of Compi^gne to receive the Armistice 
terms of Foch, these German statesmen now made 
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a similar hegira to obtain the financial terms of 
Laval, the French premier. And in these hundred 
days, the measure of time forever associated widi 
the final act in the Napoleonic drama, Germany 
had suffered a disaster as complete as that of 
Waterloo. 

In vain the President of the United States had 
undertaken, by a moratorium applying alike to Ger- 
man reparations and Allied debts, to arrest die ruin 
in the Reich. French diplomacy had skilfully post- 
poned the relief while the crash was made unavoid- 
able. And when the crash had come, the restoration 
of the financial edifice of Germany seemed depend- 
ent alone upon fresh foreign loans, and these were 
impossible save by French permission, witnessed 
by French participation. For no foreign investors 
would risk further loans to Germany while Frernh 
political purpose remained unmodified. 

But in Paris, as well as London, whither the 
statesmen presently journeyed, France confronted 
Germany with terms, whidh on the financial side 
were generous, but on the political, usurious. In 
fact, she demanded the renunciation by the Rdch 
of all present purpose to seek revision of the terri- 
torial and military clauses of dK Treaty of Ver- 
sailles, in a word to accept the status On the 
basis of such apledge, Ftemh milHards were ready; 
failing this, Ftemh aid was unavailable Millions 
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for security but not one sou for charity, that was 
the French rendering of the old American phrase. 

Unlike the Ruhr war, the Battle of the Anschluss 
did not end with a treaty of peace. There was no 
immediate "Locarno of the East”, sudi as (he 
French openly sought, because for Bruening sur- 
render abroad was suicide at home. The compro- 
mise of London did no more than recognize the 
enforced stay in Germany of foreign loans which 
had become frozen and could not be recovered. 
The Germans returned home empty handed to seek 
the salvation of the Reich by its own resources. 
Their hands were free of any new foreign commit- 
ment, but if they had not surrendered, neither had 
the German statesmen succeeded in breaking 
French resolution, and all the aid which they had 
received to this end from British and American 
representatives had been equally unavailing. 

And if the Conference of Paris and London had 
ended in deadlock, and French and Ge rman policies 
remained unmodified, the world was at last con- 
fronted by the strength alike of French position 
and French resolution. As a consequence French 
prestige in Europe was newly enhanced. By con- 
trast, while Germany had nominally retained her 
independence of action, actually there was no mis- 
taking the faa that her financial situation left her 
practically helpless, and that to recover she would, 
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in die aid, be obli^d to mortgage her future policy 
to foreign lenders. For, only a policy which deliber- 
ately avoided conflict, could restore confidence in 
the minds of prospective lenders. And of this fact 
the humiliating remmdation of the tariff union 
by Austria and Germany at Geneva in the follow- 
ing September, was final evidence. 

For the third time, then, in diirteen years, Ger- 
many emerged crushed from battle with France. 
Nor were the conflicts of the Ruhr and the Ansch- 
luss less veritably war than the previous collisions, 
because no shot was fibred in either. The final strug- 
gle of the Anschluss had too, disclosed French 
power to ruin a Germany seeking territorial revi- 
sion, and an equal power to prohibit die recovery 
of the Germany which had been ruined in the strug- 
gle. After the engagement of die Anschluss, Ger- 
many was a dty besieged, with die lina of aipply 
all cut, and the resources of the defenders rigidly 
limited by a watchful foe. 

Yet German purpo^ remaiiKd — and remains — 
unshaken, and German policy is still oMr^rehaided 
in the ^solution to suppress the Corridor and real- 
ize the Anschluss. In the struggle German indus- 
trial life has been broken at the Ruhr, and German 
finanrigl ^aHlity shattered in the Ansdblass. But 
were Germany permitted and assi^ed to recovea: 
tomorrow, on the next day no one can mistake the 
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fact that she would turn her strength to the recovery 
of her eastern frontiers of 1914 at the expense of 
the Czech and Polish allies of France, and triumph 
in the east, and expansion at the south, would place 
hegemony of Europe in her hands and abolish the 
whole system of security of the French nation. Thus, 
the issue is unmistakable and it remains unmodified. 

No irritation provoked by the ineptitude of Ger- 
man diplomacy, or impatience aroused by the in- 
coherence of German politics should, however, 
prevent the foreign observer from perceiving the 
extent and reality of German suffering, and the 
totally undeserved misery which has fallen to the 
lot of millions within the Reich. Three times within 
a brief dozen years the very foundations of con- 
fidence and of hope of one of the greatest, most 
civilized, and in all but politics, most capable of 
races on this planet, have been shattered. The flight 
of the Emperor dishonored the regime which he 
symbolized, the failure of the republic has dis- 
CTedited the system which followed. Faith in justice 
was shaken by the Treaty of Versailles, and all but 
destroyed by the occupation of the Ruhr and the 
crisis of the Anschlxiss. Beyond all question, the 
capacity of the German people to endure has been 
strained almost as dangerously in the post war 
period as in the years of great conflict itself. 

To the German people the alternative seems ever 
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more completely narrowing down to the choice be- 
tween the condition of a subjea people and the 
ruin, which has twice flowed from the futile effort 
to escape from the system of Versailles. And the 
traveller in the Reich must note with increasing dis- 
quiet, the voices raised on every hand celebrating 
the example of Samson, as indicating die only possi- 
ble course for a desperate Germany. For deep in 
the Teutonic soul lies the ineradicable conviaion 
that Germany will not fall alone, nor Europran 
civilization long survive her ruin. 



chapter Fifteen 


FRANCE 


If German poliq^ can be summed up in the single 
•word revision, French is similarly comprehended in 
the term security. Yet what the French actually 
mean by security is neither quite simple nor by any 
means self evident. It is not, for example, merely a 
question of frontiers, armies or limited guarantees. 
On the contrary, it is primarily a matter of a system. 
The French desire the establishment in Europe of a 
system of order. And, quite naturally, their system 
of order conforms to French conceptions. 

The familiar Anglo-Saxon impression that 
France desires all the world to guarantee her own 
frontiers, both assumes too much and too little. It 
is, m fact, the estimate of two isolated peoples con- 
fronted by the policy of a Continental state. The 
French believe that for themselves security can only 
result from order ever5r(vhere in Europe. No chan- 
nel or ocean interrupts for them the extension of a 
disorder, which may have its origin upon the banks 
of the Vistula or the Danube. For America all Eu- 
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rope is remote, for the British, only the western half 
is adjacent. But the French are compelled to think 
of the whole continent. 

Ihus, when a Frenchman talks about security, he 
is thinking not only of what touches him directly at 
the Rhine or the Alps, but also and necessarily to 
what degree he may be affected by something which 
occurs on the Netze, the Bug or the Tiza, His con- 
ception of peace is therefore based upon the idea 
of a whole continent, not solely of some sort of 
protection at his frontiers. Americans and Britons 
equally think of European peace as mainly a Franco- 
German problem, but both the French and Germans 
are perfectly aware that their relations with each 
other will be very largely affeaed by what happens 
elsewhere in Europe. 

Understanding of Frendh policy in the United 
States or Britain is made difficult also, because, 
while there is a very general understanding of 
French conceptions during the war and immediatefy 
after, and a somewhat more limited acquaintance 
with French policy in the years immediately preced- 
ing the great conflict, there is very little knowledge 
of historical and traditicaial French policy. Arid the 
difference is very profound. Actually sinoe 1915) 
France has reverted frcMn a state of mind and policy, 
which date only ficm the FrancxvPmsaan War to 
an older Sbe has, also, resumed the post- 
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don of a great power, which were partially lost 
after Waterloo, and wholly after Sedan. 

This reversion to tradition has been little appred- 
^ed in America, and hardly more widely in Eng- 
land, but by contrast, very fully on the Continent, 
it«:lf. Americans, therefore, in discussing the 
Frendh policy of security think mainly in terms of 
the France, which they knew between 1914 and 
1920. They are thinking of an invaded and devas- 
tated nation and of the mentality which resulted 
from these catastrophes. But while the possibility 
of inv^on is never wholly absent from French cal- 
culation, it is not today an immediate consideration. 
In a word, the French are now endeavoring to create 
a system or order in Europe as a whole, under which 
they will enjoy security, and not merely to enlist 
further guarantees for their Rhine frontier. Military 
guarantee they have in their own resources, but they 
do not believe that any guarantee, limited to one 
small <x)mer of Europe, wiU suffice. 

American estimates of contem|^rary French 
policy are, too, based upon the period of the Peace 
Conference and the programme of Clemenceau. 
But it was only after the disappearance of Father 
Victory and the collapse of his system, that the pres- 
ent French policy took form. For Clemenceau, 
aldKHi^ he had been indomitable during the war 
and had sent defeatists to the firing scjuad or into 
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exile, was after all of tiie generadoa whidi had 
known Sedan and had lived half of his long life 
under the ^adow of a dominaru: and supreme Ger- 
many- Even after viaory, therefore, he did not be- 
lieve diat France could stand alone. Nor did he 
believe discoverable any Continental system wfaidi 
could permanently withstand Germany, when she 
recovered from her defeat. 

Thus Clemenceau was not only unimpressed by 
Wilson’s idealistic programme, which was the 
League of Nations, but he was, as well, uncon- 
vinced by Foch’s prescription of permanent occupa- 
tion of the left bank of die Rhine. He regarded 
the former scheme as Utopian, and die latter as die 
vagary of a military mind. For him the single 
formula of security was the preservation of the war 
time association of his own country with die two 
English-speaking nations. When he had, with his 
own eyes, seen the French flag again flying above 
the cathedrals of Strasbourg and Metz, the re- 
mainder of ^s task was dearly outlined for him. 
And he believed he had realized his purpose when 
he obtained from Wilson and Lloyd George that 
Treaty of Guarantee, which had been the objective 
of all of his labors. 

Cldnenceau’s policy wa^ however, ptedsely as 
CMitrary to French traditicm as Wilscw’s Co Ameri- 
can. More sucoessfiil than his colleague of the Peace 
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Conference, the French Prime Minister succeeded 
in forcing it through a reluctant and rebellious par- 
liament. But when the United States Senate rejeaed 
the Treaty of Versailles and the Treaty of Guaran- 
tee fell with it, Clemenceau's poliq^ was in mins, 
and his own political career was at an end. His 
fellow-countrymen continued to honor him for hav- 
ing saved the victory, but they also condemned him 
as responsible for having lost the peace. 

With the United States gone, and post-war 
Britain, led by Lloyd George, visibly cooling in its 
attitude toward its recent ally, it was left to the 
sutxessors of Clemenceau to construct a new policy 
in the presence of a Germany, now patently re- 
solved to escape from the frightful conditions of 
the Treaty of Versailles. This task occupied a little 
more than a decade extending from the retirement 
of Qemenceau in 1920 to the great Anschluss Affair 
in i93i> R^d in French political history from Mil- 
lerand to LavaL 

It is essential to perceive, however, that the point 
of departure is the withdrawal of the United States 
altogether, and the less abmpt, but no less impor- 
tant modification of British policy. France was thus 
left substantially alone in Ae presence of an un- 
reccMtciled Germany, inherently more powerful 
teself. She had, at the moment exactly two re- 
sources; The Treaty of Versailles, which was die 
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law of Europe; and a military supreraaqr due alike 
to German disarmament and British demobili2adon. 
The former gave her the right, the latter, the power 
to crush any German attempt to evade the Treaty 
of Versailles. 

In the construaion of French policy diree men 
had considerable roles. Of the Aree, Millerand, 
who came first, played a part only briefly. By con- 
trast, the contributions of Poincare and Briand were 
decisive. Nevertheless Millerand made one impor- 
tant contribution. Intervening in such measure as 
was physically possible, he aided in repelling the 
Bolshevist invasion in 1920, and thereafter in the 
reconstruction of Poland. Henceforth, France had 
an ally. She had saved the Poles, dbe now became 
the guarantor of their exiasnce, and the strong 
Polish army, presently to rise, would mea^ably 
replace the Russian on the eastern frormers of 
Germany. 

The policy of Millerand found wider extenacai 
under his successors. Czecho-Slovakia, Yugo-Slavia 
and Rumania made similar alliances. The Little 
Eruente became, like Poland, not cmly a miHtaiy but 
a diplomatic bulwark of French policy. But, 00 the 
<Kher hand, French policy itself was ikiw definitsdiy 
enflwked upon the deferroe of the status cpK), mx. 
only cm the Rhine, but cm dm Visoila, the Etoibe 
and even the I^ester, 
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After a brief and inglorious interlude, marked 
by Briand’s humiliation at Washington and disaster 
at Cannes, Poincar6 came to power. The first of his 
great ministries was noteworthy because of two very 
definite achiev«nents. At the Conference of Genoa 
he totally wrecked Lloyd George’s ambitious effort 
to reorganize Europe on behalf of Germany and 
a^nst France. By the subsequent occupation of 
die Ruhr, he broke German efforts to evade the 
Treaty of Versailles. Lloyd George fell soon after 
Genoa, and Germany temporarily abandoned her 
resiaance to the peace treaty. 

Poincar^ had now completed the first of his 
achievements. His fellow-countrymen, too, were be- 
coming restive. They had not welcomed a new 
mobilization, they had not enjoyed die experience 
of another war, even within die restricted limits of 
mere military occupation. And they were disap- 
pointed that Poincare, having promised to coUea 
money from the Germans, had failed. They were 
ready now to try gender methods with an enemy 
who was patently reduced to helplessness again. 

The great hour, for which Briand had long 
watched, was at hand. He had to wait briefly for 
Herrick to conduct a short lived government, and 
with MacDonald, to draw the attention of Europe 
to the all but forgc^en League of Nations. But the 
delay was brief and, all in good time, Briand ar- 
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riwdL In the succession of cabinets of the next few 
years, in which he was either Prime Minister or 
Ford^ Secretary, Briand accompli^ed one gre^ 
feat, he annexed Geneva to France. 

What Briand actually did was to transform the 
L^gue into what it was always bound in the end i» 
become, the instrument of a status quo policy. For 
the Treaties of the Paris Settlement were the law 
of Europe. Without the consent of all of their signa- 
tories, they could not be revised save by war. And 
the League of Nations existed to prevent war. Thus, 
not only legally, but morally as well, peace and the 
aatus quo were inextricably bound up toother. 

Briand did not invent this roanoeuvre. Herriot 
and Boncour of France, Benes of Czedio-SIovaJda, 
Titulescu of Rumania had flaired the opportunity 
before the Breton. But it was left to Briand to ex- 
ploit it. He came, he saw, he tmnquered a£ Geneya. 
His eloquence, his charm, his genius for doling 
with men, either in conference, or in public assem- 
bly, proved irresistible. 

^^en, a litde later, the Germans were at last 
admitted to die League, they found it garrisoned 
by Frants and her aUi^ Briand, himself, weloomed 
Stresemann in a speech, vdiich filled Europe with 
its edhoes. The France of PoincanS vanished in the 
distance, and the France of Briand replaced it. But 
altfaou^ Germany was now come to Geneva, it was 
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too late. Poland and the Little Entente were seated 
in the Council. Briand was literally die Lion of 
Lake Leman. When he spoke, the Assembly HaH 
was crowded, what he said was eagerly transmitted 
to the wide world. The League, as an instrument 
for procuring treaty revision, was unavailable. 
Status Quo now reigned in the ancient seat of John 
Calvin. 

Meantime, Poincar6 had won his second and 
greatest struggle, the Battle of the Franc. In the 
summer of 1926, French finance seemed suddenly 
to be threatened with the fate of German in the 
still recent inflation time. And the whole nation, 
with one voice, recalled the statesman whom it had 
but recently dismissed with bitter criticism. But 
while they summoned Poincare to save the franc, 
the French people were still content to leave Briand 
at Geneva, where the sun of Locarno was still 
shining. 

Poincare’s success in restoring the French finan- 
cial situation was rather a triumph of charaaer than 
of genius. What had been lacking was confidence, 
his arrival restored it. In actual operations he was 
rather driven, than followed, but cautiously, hesi- 
tatingly, even reluaantly he took the necessary 
steps. When his task was completed, France was 
launched upon a marvelous four years of prosperity. 
She became what she was long to remain, a 
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Gibraltar rising above the waves of European 
bankruptqr. 

In saving the finances of France, however, Poin- 
care had closed the last gap in French armor. Dur- 
ing the war, in the early post-war years, France had 
been under the shadow of Anglo-Saxon finance. 
She was a debtor nation, and she was compelled to 
take this fact into consideration in all her actions. 
That was now ended. The debt settlements had 
been made and could be met. In faa, to meet them 
exhausted only half of German reparations pay- 
ments. The balance went to pay the costs of a recon- 
struction of the devastated regions which had now 
been completely reconstruaed. 

When Tardieu, who had been the lieutenant of 
Clemenceau, succeeded to power as the heir of 
Poincare, the evolution of French policy was al- 
ready completed. The Treaty of Versailles remained 
the law of Europe. French military power, still xm- 
diminished, was now supported by the rapidly ris- 
ing armies of her allies, which had been organized 
by French generals, and supplied by French fac- 
tories. French financial power had taken its place 
beside military as one of the foundations of French 
influence. Finally, Briand’s personal ascendancy and 
French political purposes still prevailed at the 
League of Nations. 

Moreover, although he did not stay long in actual 
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power, Tardieu added one more detail to French 
policy. He appreciated the enormous power that 
came to a nation with a full pocket. He recognized 
that, if a new occupation of the Ruhr was impossi- 
ble, the coercion of money might prove more effec- 
tive and infinitely less expensive than that of men. 
And between the first and second conferences of 
The Hague, loans to Britain made his task of negoti- 
ating simpler. 

Although France had at last emerged from all her 
difficulties and, in faa, occupied a position of 
power and prestige unequalled since the Napole- 
onic epoch, she was already facing a new challenge. 
British Labor had come to power with a clear man- 
date to end the Anglo-French Entente, which 
Briand and Chamberlain had maintained since the 
great days of the Conference of Locarno. Moreover, 
across the Atlantic a new American Administration 
was pressing for disarmament. Presently the world 
would see Hoover and MacDonald sitting beside 
the historic waters of the Rapidan and discussing an 
international programme without reference to 
France. Finally, Stresemann was dead, and Ger- 
many was again in insurreaion against the Treaty 
of Versailles. 

The declaration of war was Snowden’s insult to 
the French Finance Minister at the first Hague Con- 
ference in 1929. The prelude to the conflict was the 
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Anglo-American affair at the Rapidan. The first 
battle was the London Naval Conference. But in 
this conference Tardieu, serene and sardonic, met 
the programme of MacDonald and Stimson with 
an im m utable counter-proposition. France would 
consider naval limitation and reduction provided 
the United Stares and Great Britain would consider 
a guarantee paa in the waters in which France felt 
herself exposed, namely in the Mediterranean. 

Hoover and MacDonald at the Rapidan had not 
calculated on this. MacDonald had been advised to 
go, or return, by Paris: Hoover to invite Tardieu or 
Briand to the Rapidan. The advice had been ig- 
nored. At London, British and American statesmen 
endeavored to undo the consequences of past blun- 
ders. But it was too late. The British and American 
people were unready to give guarantees, the elev- 
enth hour experiments with a consultative pact, 
were repudiated by Washington. Accordingly, the 
Five Power Conference failed, and the Three 
Power Treaty remained conditional. Dreams beside 
the Rapidan yielded to realities on the banks of the 
Thames. 

The active front now shifted to Germany. In 
September Treviranus issued his revision pronun- 
ciamento: in March, Curtius followed with his 
Anschluss programme. In the French mind, the 
Rapidan had been an Anglo-Saxon challenge, the 
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Anschluss was a German. It was met, swiftly, re- 
morselessly, fatally. It was not Tardieu, but Laval, 
who welcomed Bruening seeking new Armistice 
terms in Paris in July, but (he strategy was that of 
the man who had served Clemenceau and Poincare, 
and learned from both. Before the ultimate crisis, 
too, Washington had intervened. But again the pre- 
liminaries had been with London and Berlin, and 
not with Paris. 

President Hoover sought to save a Germany, 
patently in revolt, against the Treaty of Versailles 
without the smallest concern for French views. In 
faa, he appeared in the Battle of the Anschluss as 
tinexpeaedly as Bluecher at Waterloo. Laval was, 
however, more fortunate than Napoleon in dealing 
with the ime^^ected antagonist. Unlike Welling- 
ton, Bruening was ruined before aid could become 
effective. The ink was hardly dry upon the French 
signature to the Moratorium accord, when the finan- 
cial system of Germany crashed. 

France had won another campaign. Germany was 
beaten as completely as in the Ruhr affair. Mac- 
Donald and Hoover had proven as helpless as 
Lloyd George, and Nitti had been before them. 
And now the repercussions of the German crash 
began to be felt in London, Labor fell abruptly. 
The Bank of England appealed to the Bank of 
France to assist in the new battle of the pound 
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Sterling, which also failed, when Britjdn was 
obliged abruptly to drop the gold standard. The 
disagreeable financial position France had occupied 
at the close of the war and in the first post-war 
years, was now filled by England. Measured in 
terms of prestige, the results were incalculable. 

These results, too, were translated into political 
forms. At Geneva, Curtius and Schober, for Ger- 
many and Austria, renounced the Anschluss a day 
before the World Court sustained the French case 
by the narrow margin of 8-7. And concomitantly, 
not only Austria, but Hungary appeared at the bor- 
rower’s window of the Bank of France. Bethlen, 
the Magyar Premier, who had incarnated the cause 
of territorial revision, abruptly terminated his ten 
years of power. Moreover, if the renunciation of 
the Anschluss had been an unparalleled humilia- 
tion for Germany, the Hungarian episode was not 
less clearly a diplomatic defeat for Italy. 

France had, then decisively, indubitably won the 
peace. It had taken ten years. Clemenceau was in 
his grave, Poincare had quit public life forever, fol- 
lowed by the admiring gratitude of his fellow coun- 
trymen. Briand remained to ring the curtain down 
upon German disaster and Italian defeat at Geneva. 
He was, as usual, at his post, and Geneva responded 
once more to his eloquent appeal for peace — with 
security. In September, 1931, French power and 
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prestige had attained the utmost limits of the Na- 
poleonic epoch. 

But still France had not attained security, and no 
Frenchman mistook the fact. Six years after Na- 
poleon at Erfurt had displayed a mastery of Europe 
unrivalled since the days of Charlemagne or of the 
authentic Caesars, he had been an exile on Elba, 
and his conquerors were disputing the carcass of 
his empire at Vienna. It needed but one lost cam- 
paign, one colossal disaster to wreck the whole sys- 
tem, which was the Napoleonic prescription for 
security. And today the situation of the Third Re- 
public abroad is not different. 

When the French demand security, therefore, 
their demand envisages a final dissipation of the 
challenge which is instina in German purpose 
and the danger inherent in Anglo-Saxon policy. The 
guarantees, which they seek, are for the system 
which they have established. As a result of the vic- 
tory of 1918, through the influence of their military 
power, by the strength of their finance and by the 
ascendancy of their diplomacy at Geneva, they have 
position, power, everything except the voluntary 
submission of Germany, and the equally voluntary 
association with them of the Anglo-Saxon powers. 
And they believe to obtain the latter, would be to 
insure the arrival of the former. 

Such is the French theory and system of security. 
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In this fashion it has developed, and for the present, 
is supreme. Meantime, what alternative do the 
Anglo-Saxon powers offer? They propose disarma- 
ment, which would remove one of the pillars of the 
French edifice and discuss revision of Ae Treaty of 
Versailles at the expense of Poland and Czecho- 
slovakia, which would destroy another. But, in re- 
turn, they offer nothing but moral exhortation and 
unsupported forecast of a peaceful Germany. 

Both Anglo-Saxon peoples are also, in the main, 
still unconscious of the nation with which they now 
have to deal. The United States, in particular, 
launches all its international undertakings against 
France. The Washington Conference, die Rapidan 
colloquy, the Moratorium proposal, all diese things 
were conceived and executed in a manner which 
literally forced upon the French a policy of op- 
position, because the obvious, if unintended slight 
to them, was a matter of comment all over the 
Continent. 

In sum, in the years since the Peace Conference, 
and as a consequence of Anglo-Saxon policy, France 
has created a system of order all her own in Eu- 
rope. It is based upon the peace treaties, which were 
equally the work of French and Anglo-Saxon states- 
men. It is adjusted to the League of Nations, which 
was not only an Anglo-Saxon creation, but also, 
remains the single international instimtion in exist- 
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ence. In the process of establishing her system, 
France has broken every German effort to escape 
from the Treaty of Versailles and has repulsed 
every Anglo-Saxon attempt to rescue Germany 
financially and economically, when such rescue in- 
volved manifest peril for die French system, which 
is also the law of Europe. 

French security, however, still waits upon Anglo- 
Saxon recognition of this French system. Once 
more, as not infrequently in her long history, 
France, seeking security, has found hegemony, but 
the brilliance of this achievement does not blind 
French eyes to the failure to attain the more prac- 
tical objective of French policy, which is always 
security. 

There is, too, one final word, which must be 
added. In American and British eyes, French policy 
appears an obstinate determination to maintain a 
stams quo created by viaory in war. But the French 
are not stupid, and know from their own history 
how transitory are all systems of frontiers. In reality, 
their policy is not one of status quo, but of balance 
of power, and, as such, is die traditional French 
policy, which descends at least from the period of 
the Thirty Years War. 

At bottom, the difference in purpose between 
Qemenceau, who advocated the Anglo-Saxon Alli- 
ance, Millerand and Poincarl, who construaed the 
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present system of continental alliances and Briand 
and Boncour, who would provide the League of 
Nations with force, is very slight. All were equally 
concerned in establishing a barrier to a future Ger- 
man domination of the European Continent. All 
sought to establish a balance of power against the 
strength of eighty millions of Germans living in die 
heart of Europe. Clemenceau looked for it in an 
Anglo-Saxon guarantee. Poincare and Millerand 
were, perforce, driven to seek it in a system of con- 
tinental alliances. Briand and Boncour would enlist 
the world through the League. But the end in view 
is always the same; it is to coUea force sufficient to 
forbid German hegemony. 

The policy of the Anglo-Saxon powers forced 
France to substimte her present system of alliances 
for the Anglo-Saxon guarantee of the Paris Con- 
ference. And the basis of this system of alliances is 
die Frendi guarantee of diat territorial status quo, 
which is essential to die unity of aU of her allies, 
and to the independence of several of them. But 
die task of maintaining this status quo is very far 
from popular in France, despite the prestige and 
influence which accompany it. 

All French policy has, therefore, been compre- 
hended in the attempt to transfer to the League the 
responsibility for the territorial circumstances in 
Europe, and to furnish the League with power to 



172 CAN EUROPE KEEP THE PEACE? 

deal with any attempt to revise frontiers by force. 
Were the League to possess adequate power, it 
could undertake treaty revision, whenever that were 
possible without war, but its power would consti- 
tute a permanent guarantee against any German 
domination. While the League lacks power, the 
security of France is, however, indissolubly bound 
up with the status quo as it affeas her allies. But it 
is Utterly to mistake the sentiments of the French 
people to believe that mere acquisition of prestige 
reconciles them to playing the role of Casabianca on 
that burning deck of Central Europe, which ex- 
tends from Gdynia to Ceteta Alba. 



chapter Sixteen 


POLAND 


The resurrection o£ Poland constituted the greatest 
positive change in the circumstances of the Euro- 
pean Continent produced by the World War. In 
fact this rebirth of Poland, together with the dis- 
appearance of the Hapsburg Monarchy, were re- 
sponsible not alone for transforming the whole 
Continental situation from the Baltic to the Black 
Sea, but also for bestowing upon post-war Europe 
all of its more considerable and difficult problems. 

Nothing has, too, contributed more to American 
and British misapprehension of the European prob- 
lem than the failure to recognize the enormous 
consequences of this Polish renaissance. The ex- 
planation of this failure is simple. For both of the 
English-speaking peoples, where their vision is not 
rigidly limited by salt water, it extends no farther 
than Berlin, St. Moritz or Venice. Even Vienna, 
which was once a frontier post of Anglo-Saxon ac- 
quaintance and interest, has now disappeared in 
the fog and confusion of a Balkanized Middle 
Europe. 
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Inevitably, therefore, the rights and wrongs, as- 
pirations and ambitions, purposes and policies of 
the countless millions of men and women belong- 
ing to many races, and dwelling in the centre and 
east of the European Continent, have left Ameri- 
cans and Britons cold, where they have not, indeed, 
excited irritation and provoked criticism. Beyond 
the confines of Germany, Switzerland and Italy, 
only Russia really exists for the Anglo-Saxon world, 
and Russia, itself, is so variously interpreted, and 
so ultimately bewildering, that it constitutes a ro- 
mantic, rather than a political fact, always absorb- 
ingly interesting, and invariably colored by mystery 
and fear alike. Instinctively, they continue to think 
of the Poles, the Czechs, the Rumanians, the Serbs 
rather as warlike tribes than as civilized nations. 
Something of the fashion in which European peo- 
ples used once to view the Red Indians of the Far 
West, is discoverable in American and British views 
of the peoples of the European Far East. 

Thus the states, whidi have arisen since the 
World War, have never acquired the definiteness 
nor the reality of those, which existed in the same 
regions before 1914. Their personal relation to the 
problem of peace has been ignored. They have been 
dismissed as negligible, and the problan, itself, has 
been narrowly restriaed to Franco-German and 
Franco-Italian issues. As Central Europe has been 
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Balkanized, all the various peoples have been dis- 
missed with the same contempmous disapproval be- 
stowed upon the quarrelling tribes below the 
Danube. 

Throughout her brief post-war existence, too, 
Poland has been handicapped greatly from the in- 
evitable tendency of the Anglo-Saxon world to view 
her through German eyes. And, for the German 
people, the rise of Poland from the grave has been, 
at once, an incredible phenomenon and an incal- 
culable disaster. They could not conceive of such a 
renaissance, and now that it has taken place, they 
refuse to credit their senses. Nor are they less in- 
stinctively aware that the permanence of Poland 
constitutes in itself a barrier to all secular German 
ambitions in the east. Seven centuries of intermit- 
tent but tremendous effort at eastern expansion 
must come to an inglorious end, if Poland survives 
in anything like her present form. 

And, quite sincerely, the Germans believe Po- 
lish survival in any such form is impossible, be- 
cause they think of the Poles as the British were 
wont to think of the Irish, before the days of the 
Free State. Polish incapacity to govern is axiomatic 
in Germany, where this Slavic people are esteemed 
as artists, but held in contempt from all practical 
aspects. Equally, the Germans are convinced that 
Poland cannot and must not survive, save in nar- 
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rowly restricted circumstances. And this view they 
have communicated to both Anglo-Saxon peoples. 

The French, on the other hand, have perceived, 
not only the fact, but also the very far reaching 
consequences of die territorial and political changes, 
which have resulted from the World War. They 
have gone into the centre and east of Europe to find 
a substitute, alike for the Russian ally lost by the 
Revolution of 1917, and for the Anglo-Saxon part- 
nership which was terminated after the close of the 
great conflict. Confronted by the eternal spectre of 
a restored and hostile Germany, they have had re- 
course to a system of alliance, in which Poland is 
the most important detail. 

This French policy has aroused bitter German 
resentment, which is natural, and a British and 
American suspicion, which is a little more difficult 
to explain. On the part of the British, it is plain 
that criticism of the French system of alliances rises 
primarily from an accurate appreciation that in this 
fashion France has not only eluded British control, 
but has, also in fact, established a system of her 
own, which enables her to dominate the Continent, 
and at Geneva and elsewhere to checkmate British 
purposes. Instinaive British suspicion of all com- 
binations based upon military power, together with 
a profound British conviction that the World War 
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came about because of alliances, largely explain tbts 
British hostility. 

Again, the deep seated British conviction that the 
only real prescription for peace in Europe is the 
placating of Germany, and that such a process must 
involve the return of the Corridor, plainly runs 
cotmter to all Polish interest. It is the faa of Poland 
which explains the German state of mind to the 
British. They, therefore, not only resent the faa in 
itself, but even more angrily condemn the French 
policy which tends to fortify this faa. 

In British eyes, accordingly, Poland has always 
sujffered seriously from the French conneaion. As 
far back as 1920, when he was engaged in his duel 
with France, Lloyd George heard, with unconcealed 
chagrin, the news of the defeat of the Bolshevist 
forces before Warsaw, a defeat in which French 
generals played a r 61 e. Had Poland been crushed, 
Lloyd George was satisfied that she could have been 
deprived of her imperial limits, which were due to 
the championship of Woodrow Wilson, and com- 
pelled to confirm to circumstances which would 
have been acceptable to the Germans. 

The British have, then, measurably accepted the 
German point of view in respea to Poland. They 
would willingly agree to a new partition if the re- 
sult would be a reconciled Germany. They are 
sharply critical of the French policy, which seeks 
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to consolidate Poland within its present limits, be- 
cause they hold that this is to perpetuate German 
unrest and revolt. And German and British opin- 
ions have contributed much to the shaping of the 
American, where the familiar opinion finds sup- 
port, the opinion that the' peace of Europe is con- 
ditional upon the suppression of the Polish 
Corridor. 

One other very general impression has devel- 
oped, namely, that it is simply due to French influ- 
ence at Warsaw that Poland remains intransigeant 
on all territorial issues. Thus again, criticism of 
France is based upon her refusal to exercise au- 
thority over a satellite, and to compel Poland to 
meet German demands. In a word, Poland is dis- 
missed from the question, and the solution of the 
whole problem is reduced to the simple terms of 
a Franco-German adjustment in which France, in 
return for considerations unfixed, shall bring Po- 
land to meet German will. 

All of this complicated reasoning, however, ig- 
nores one faaor, and that is Poland, itself. What 
has not yet been appreciated sufficiently in Anglo- 
Saxon countries is that contemporary Poland is not 
only, in its physical circumstances, potentially a 
great power, but also that the Poles are tradition- 
ally a great people. Unlike all the other Succession 
states, Poland did constimte a great power over 
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long centuries, during which it played a briUiant 
and even decisive r 61 e in European history. 

And, although Polish liberty was extinguished by 
a coalition of three great empires, Polish literature, 
art and culture survived, along with a very clear 
national consciousness. In £aa, Polish life was 
merely suspended, and when the events of 1918 
abolished die force which for a century and a half 
had restrained Polish national life, it suddenly burst 
forth again in all of its traditional vitality and am- 
plitude. Moreover, barely come to life, this Poland, 
by breaking the invasive power of Bolshevism un- 
der the walls of Warsaw, repeated the service of 
Sobieski to western civilization, when he similarly 
checked Turkish advance before Vienna. 

Today, more than thirty millions of people live 
within the frontiers of a Polish Republic larger in 
area than the British Isles or Italy. Of this popula- 
tion more than two thirds are Polish by race, and 
nearly four millions more are Jews, in various 
stages of Polonization. The annual increment of 
Polish population exceeds that of German. More- 
over this state is rich in coal, in timber, in oil and 
in agriculture. 

The £xst decade of restored national independ- 
ence has, too, been marked by an extraordinary eco- 
nomic development. New railways have been built, 
old reconstruaed to meet national needs, the devas- 
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tations of the World War have been cleared away, 
and throughout the coxmtry, despite the inescapable 
consequences of the world wide depression, there 
has been progress litde short of marvellous. In all 
respeas that the eye of the traveller can measure, 
Poland has already become a going-concern on the 
economic as on the political side. 

Ineradicable German faith in the political and 
economic incapacity of the Poles, too, has assisted 
in Polish progress. For, whereas, under normal cir- 
cumstances the Polish market would inescapably 
have been dominated by German industry, tariff 
wars direaed against Poland, have forced the Poles 
to organize an industry of their own, with the aid 
of French, of American, and even latterly, of Brit- 
ish capital, while similarly obliging them to seek 
markets other than German for their agri- 
cultural production. Thus, in resisting German 
political pressure, they have achieved economic 
independence. 

All of these physical and economic circumstances 
are, however, merely background, what is decisive 
is the national will and purpose of the Polish peo- 
ple, themselves. And, here the faa is inescapable. 
From the moment in which they re-entered into na- 
tional life, the determination of the Polish people 
to defend their frontiers, to maintain their unity 
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intact, to resist to death any fresh partition, these 
have been the dominating impulses of the nation. 

This national spirit is the inevitable consequence 
of history. The record of Polish ruin is written in 
the story of the partitions. The restoration of the 
Polish Corridor, which finds favor in Anglo-Saxon 
eyes, in Polish means only the repetition, on the 
same territory, of the experiences of Frederick the 
Great’s first mutilation, which was the initial step 
in the extinction of national independence. What 
invasion means, in the shaping ojF French policy, 
partition signifies in the formation of Polish. 

Poland is a nation, then, resolved to fight to the 
death, rather than consent to any fresh destruc- 
tion of national unity to satisfy continuing German 
ambitions. For, in the Polish mind, the question of 
the Polish Corridor is not contemporaneous but has 
endured for at least seven centuries. By contrast, it 
is not difficult to find in Poland, public opinion 
which considers not impossible some future adjust- 
ment between the Poles and the Ukranians, which 
will involve the reconstruction of the present east- 
ern frontiers. The distinction, however, arises from 
the faa that in the east, in Volhynia and in Polesia, 
even in Eastern Galicia, the Poles are a minority, 
while in Pomerelia, for example, they constimte 
ova: ninety percent of the population. Revision, 
sudi as the Germans demand, and the British ap- 
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prove, would mean the transfer of upwards of two 
million Poles to German rule, ten percent of the 
race inhabiting Europe. 

Translated into the terms of the United States, 
this would mean the sacrifice of more than twelve 
millions of Americans. Moreover, in the considera- 
tion of this aspea of the question, it is necessary to 
recall all the long history of Pmssian oppression of 
the Polish populations of Posen and Pomerelia, all 
the bitter stmggle alike forcibly to assimilate, and 
by expropriation laws, to expel the Poles of these 
frontier regions. It is to such conditions, that the 
proposal for revision would return two millions of 
Poles. 

It is, then, necessary to dismiss, once for all, the 
possibility of any peaceful revision of the eastern 
frontiers of Germany, predicated upon Polish as- 
sent, voluntarily given. Today the Polish army has 
on mobilization a strength of a million. That army 
is the symbol of national unity, and as such, it is 
popular as is no other European armed force. It has, 
too, been organized with the dear appredation of 
the faa that defense of national unity is always an 
impending necessity. And no western min d can 
quite measure, or comprehend, the passion and de- 
termination which are discoverable in Polish pa- 
triotism. It is, moreover, well to remember that this 
patriotism has frequently and in innumerable hope- 
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less struggles against incredible odds, disclosed a 
willingness to die fighting. And this is the fact 
which has to be reckoned with in the discussion of 
peaceful readjustment of boundaries. 

There remains the easy assumption that Poland 
is amenable to French direction or coercion. But, 
again, no assumption could be palpably more ab- 
surd. The Franco-Polish alliance is based on a clear 
mutuality of interest. French support of Poland is, 
in a measure, a guarantee of French military and 
financial aid, in the defense of Polish liberty against 
German attadc. But, by contrast, Polish military 
strength replaces the lost Russian divisions for a 
France numerically inferior to Germany. It was the 
Russian invasion of East Prussia, which by calling 
two German army corps from west to east, saved 
the Marne, in 1914. Despite the presence of the 
British Expeditionary Army on the battlefield, 
France would have been overwhelmed but for this 
transfer of troops. 

The Polish problem in French eyes, however, 
goes much more deeply. Unlike the Anglo-Saxon, 
the Frenchman knows that the Pole will fight. He 
realizes that words of advice from Paris would not 
shake Polish purpose, but merely Polish confidence 
in her ally. But to overwhelm a Polish army, today 
superior in numbers to the German, would involve 
re-arming by the Reich. Poland would be beaten in 



i84 can EUROPE KEEP THE PEACE? 

die straggle, but from it Germany would emerge 
viaorious and re-armed. "Do not forget die inter- 
esting sequence of Sadowa and Sedan” a Polish 
Prime Minister said to the French Ambassador at 
the moment Paris and Berlin ^vere discussing 
Locarno. 

In reality, the Franco-Polish relation is something 
far different from that of master and satellite. 
France is bound to Poland as Germany was to Aus- 
tria in 1914. Into the World War Germany was 
dragged because she could not stand aside and see 
her one sure and substantial ally destroyed either by 
outward attack or inward disintegration. Despite 
all the inaedible stupidities of German statesman- 
ship and diplomacy, the basic faa was that German 
policy was bound up with Austrian survival. 

French security is similarly conditioned. If Po- 
land falls, the whole French system collapses. The 
Czechs will have no choice but to go to Berlin, the 
Anschluss will follow automatically. The events of 
1866 and 1870 can repeat themselves almost iden- 
tically. And precisely as long as the Poles are re- 
solved to resist a Fifth Partition of their country 
by arms, France must support her ally or retire be- 
hind the Rhine to await another invasion, which to 
all French eyes appears, under such circumstances, 
inevitable. 

The fundamental error of both die American and 
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British public opinions in the matter of Poland, and 
in faa of all the Succession states, is the result of 
thinking of these nations as weak in themselves and, 
in a national sense, ixiferior peoples and bound 
therefore to accept the decisions of their more pow- 
erful neighbors. That is the old Coniert of Europe 
conception as it was applied to the Balkans. But 
it broke down in 1912 when the Balkan peoples 
made war on the Turk against the will of Europe 
and won their war. 

It is, in itself, wholly absurd to think of any na- 
tion selling two millions of its citizens into the 
slavery of an oppressive foreign rule, either to sat- 
isfy the anxieties of great peoples to avoid a new 
conflia, or to gain, for the balance left within na- 
tional frontiers, a temporary security until the ap- 
petite of another power makes necessary another 
surrender. But all calculations of peaceful revision 
of the frontiers of Germany in the east are based 
upon this assumption. And they utterly ignore the 
reality, which is constituted by the will of a not in- 
considerable people to resist to the death a parti- 
tion, which has many precedents in their own sad 
history. 

Like the French, the Germans know this. Their 
real calcailations of the recovery of the Corridor 
rest upon future conquest by their own arms alone 
or future destruction of Poland by a combined Ger- 
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man and Russian attack. German policy, in the mat- 
ter of the Corridor, as distina from the national 
will and desire of the mass of the German people 
for immediate revision, is direaed toward prevent- 
ing the Polish question from becoming stabilized 
and in creating and sustaining the conviction 
amongst Anglo-Saxons that French desire for 
hegemony and Polish intransigeance are respon- 
sible for European unrest and German disorder. 

But whatever success German policy has had in 
America or Britain, in Poland it has merely con- 
solidated national spirit and hardened popular will. 
The resolution to resist is unanimous. Revision 
means war between Poland and Germany. And 
even were France to stand aside, which today is 
unthinkable, the struggle would inevitably extend 
from the Baltic to the Black Sea and from Italy to 
the frontier of Soviet Russia. And such a vast up- 
heaval would constimte a strange preface to Peace. 

The Germans and the Austrians, in their search 
for gun fodder to exorcise their crisis in effectives 
during the war, recalled Poland from the grave. 
The viaors in the war, in conformity with their 
principle of self-determination, reestablished Po- 
land at the Peace Conference. But today Poland 
has escaped the control of friend and foe alike. She 
can be crushed by war. She cannot be partitioned 
in peace. 



chapter Seventeen 


THE LITTLE ENTENTE 


As Poland was the greatest creation of the Paris 
Peace Conference, the Little Entente has been the 
most considerable development in post-war Europe. 
And again, like Poland, the character and inherent 
strength of this coalition of Czecho-Slovakia, Ru- 
mania and Yugo-Slavia has been at once misin- 
terpreted and xmderestimated by British and Amer- 
ican public opinion. As both peoples have refused 
to see in the rebirth of Poland the restoration of a 
great power, they have similarly declined to recog- 
nize in the Little Entente one of the most consider- 
able elements in the Continental problem. 

In its origin the Little Entente was a semi-circle 
of coercion drawn about a centre of indomitable re- 
sistance. In this coalition, the Czechs, the Ruman- 
ians and the Serbs were united in the common pur- 
pose to resist the aspirations of the Magyars to re- 
store the lost kingdom of St. Stephen by recovering 
provinces, which at Paris had been distributed 
amongst the states on the periphery of the sadly 
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shrunken Hungary. Moreover, this primary and 
fundamental purpose remains a basis of common ac- 
tion and insures the maintenance of a single front 
in face of Magyar Irredentism by all the states of 
the Little Entente. 

Nevertheless, the nations originally united 
against a Hungarian renaissance have long ago 
adopted far more extensive policies and more am- 
bitious purposes. In reality, the Litde Entente has 
politically measureably filled the void which was 
created in Central Europe by the downfall and dis- 
integration of the Hapsburg Monarchy. And the 
basis of the policy of this coalition is not merely 
status quo in the narrower sense of sustaining the 
Treaty of Trianon against Hungarian attack, but 
also of preserving the existing situation in all the 
Danubian region against the attempts of the greater 
peoples to make it, like the old Balkans, a battle- 
field of rival great powers. 

Measureably, too, this purpose has been realized. 
All the successive attempts of the Italians to play 
Austria against Czecho-Slovakia, Hungary against 
Yugo-Slavia, and Bulgaria against both Yugo- 
slavia and Rumania, have come to nothing. 
Equally unsuccessful have been the efforts of Rome 
to establish Italian influence in Bucharest, and by 
direct alliance of Italy and Rumania, to destroy the 
Little Entente. Manifestly weakened at moments, 
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this coalition of the three Danubian states has nev- 
ertheless endured, and has played a dominating and 
stabilizing role politically. 

Ineluaably, too, the Little Entente policy has 
been merged with that of France, and this alliance 
itself, has become one of the pillars of French sys- 
tem. Two factors have combined to bring about this 
fusion. In the first place, while Italy and Germany 
alike, have disruptive policies in respea of the 
Danubian area, the French are not only willing but 
even eager to see the existing order endure. Again, 
common dangers bind the respective states of the 
Little Entente to France. 

The danger of the Anschluss is for the Czechs 
immediate and enduring, and constimtes a threat to 
their economic independence and political exist- 
ence. Against this danger there is no other protec- 
tion than that to be found in alliance with France, 
dominated as she is by the determination to prevent 
any further and considerable expansion of German 
area and population, which would still further mul- 
tiply the odds against herself. In the presence of 
German purpose to re-constitute the Mitteleuropa 
of the war, the Czechs and French are inevitable 
allies. 

The Yugo-Slavs, on their part, are faced by an 
Italian problem. Th^ have already been compelled 
to bow to Italian purpose in the matter of Fiume, 
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which was not only their natural port upon the 
Adriatic, but also assigned to them in the Secret 
Treaties of the war era. Nearly a million of their 
fellow Slavs dwell within Italian frontiers and are 
the victims of a 'policy of violent assimilation, 
which has evoked resistance and produced succes- 
sive incidents. Alike on the eastern shore of the 
Adriatic and in Albania, Yugo-Slav interests and 
Italian clash. 

But the Italy which is the opponent of the South- 
ern Slavs in the Adriatic, is the rival of the French 
in the Mediterranean. Fascist imperialism menaces 
French security alike in North Africa and in die 
Maritime Alps. Common dangers at the Isonzo and 
the Roya, therefore, serve as a solid foundation for 
Franco-Slav alliance. On a smaller scale, and in re- 
lation to Italy, the alliance between Belgrade and 
Paris recalls the pre-war ' association between St. 
Petersburg and Paris. And for Yugo-Slavia and 
Czecho-Slovakia, French financial resources are as 
precious as their own military forces are essential 
to France. 

Between Rumania and France, the basis of asso- 
ciation is not direa. But in the east, the smaller 
Latin state faces precisely the same danger as Po- 
land. In fact, Soviet purpose to recover Bessarabia 
has never been disguised, while, at least for the 
present, Bolshevist Russia has accepted the terms of 
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the Treaty of Riga as definitive. Poland, then, is 
Rumania’s only possible ally against an uncom- 
promising foe. Inevitably, therefore, Bucharest and 
Warsaw have, in their turn, struck hands in a de- 
fensive alliance. But since Poland is an ally of 
France, as are C2echo-Slovakia and Yugo-Slavia, 
all Rumanian associations tend to bring her in clos- 
est contaa with France, while her financial necessi- 
ties compel her to apply to Paris. 

The nations of the Litde Entente are, therefore, 
bound to France, not only by their common policy, 
which is the maintenance of the status quo in the 
Danubian area, created at the expense of both Hun- 
gary and Bulgaria, but also by their separate and 
special circumstances which similarly throw them 
into the French system. Thus, from the moment of 
its formation, the Little Entente has been a parmer 
in French polity, as has Poland. 

Yet, once more, it is necessary to perceive the 
foundations of this partnership. In western eyes 
these various states are regarded as jerrybuilt edi- 
fices, without national cohesion or political solidity. 
There is widespread conviction that they are no 
more than puppets dancing at the end of a string 
pulled in Paris and that, like Poland, they are in- 
transigeant, not because of any parochial circum- 
stances but primarily because French interest is 
served by this spirit. 
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But, again, no calculation could be more inexact. 
Collectively these three states number nearly forty- 
five millions of inhabitants, more indeed than the 
total of Italy or of France. Their combined military 
strength on mobilization exceeds that of any great 
power, with the possible exception of Soviet Rus- 
sia. And each of the three peoples, united by the 
agreements of the Little Entente, is, like the Polish, 
not alone inspired by the determination to exist, 
but also dominated by recollection of recent divi- 
sion and secular oppression. Nor is it less dear that, 
even if the Hungarian peril is for the present far 
from formidable in the face of the overwhelming 
resources of the Little Entente, for the Czechs and 
the Serbs, German and Italian purposes are respec- 
tively deadly challenges. 

If, however, France were to attempt at Prague or 
at Belgrade, to urge a policy of compromise and 
sacrifice, surrender on the part of the Czechs to 
the projected union of Austria and Germany, con- 
cession on the part of all nations within the Little 
Entente to Hungary, modification of Yugo-Slav as- 
pirations in the face of Italy in the Adriatic, then 
for these peoples the French alliance would lose the 
single value which it possesses. Then they would 
(turn to Berlin or Rome to make their own terms. 

As the situation stands, in return for her support 
of the existing order and the policies of her allies of 
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tiie Little Entente, France received unmistakable 
payment. Czecho-Slovakia stands as a formidable 
obstacle to German expansion dovm the Danube. 
Yugo-Slavia is prepared to march with France in 
any conflia between Rome and Paris. And Ru- 
mania, for her part, constitutes at least a theoreti- 
cally useful ally for Poland, in the face of a Rus- 
sian menace always unmistakable. 

At Geneva, too, French diplomacy, so far from 
being isolated in the face of the Germans, the Ital- 
ians, and tbe Anglo-Saxons, finds herself at once 
supported alike by Polish and Little Entente min- 
isters. And in Benes and Titulescu, Briand has 
found his most valuable and effective assistants in 
his long and successful assertion of French su- 
premacy in the League of Nations. Deprived of this 
support, the French position would be as litde bril- 
liant as the Italian, for French isolation would be 
at least as complete. 

French security, too, would be as utterly com- 
promised as French influence and prestige, were the 
present system of alliance to collapse. As Napoleon, 
after Leipsic, was condemned to seek vainly to de- 
fend France on French soil, following the collapse 
of all his system of alliances, French statesmanship 
would be thrown back upon national resources 
alone, were the Little Entente to disintegrate, and 
Poland to be broken to German wiU. On the other 
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hand, all of these exposed and relatively weak na- 
tions might sink to something of the level of the 
several Balkan states, before 1914. 

Like the Franco-Polish alliance, therefore, the 
partnership between the Little Entente and France 
is also based upon a mutuality of interests, and 
there is little to s ug gest die relation between satel- 
lite and superior. The position of France in Europe, 
and in the world, is dependent upon the support of 
her eastern allies. But even more unmistakable is the 
fact that the security of France is also conditioned 
upon this association. French profit from the com- 
bination is therefore incalculable, but French re- 
sponsibilities and French policy are similarly regu- 
lated in no small measure by the purposes and per- 
ils of her associates. 

Unmistakably, too, this infinitely complicated 
system of alliance has at least one obvious and 
grave defect. It is founded, not upon economic, but 
political faas. In this respea it might almost be 
said to be an alliance against nature, itself. For the 
considerations of trade and commerce, the circum- 
stances of agriculmre and industry alike, diaate the 
dose association of all the peoples of the Central 
European area from Hamburg to Salonica, and 
from Trieste at least to the frontiers of Soviet Rus- 
sia. The dissolution of the economic bonds, which 
united the larger portion of this area within the 
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Hapsburg Monarchy was a disaster without Hmtf 
for the whole Continent. 

Politically, the interests of all the peoples of the 
Little Entente are with Paris, but ewnonucdly all 
are unmistakably, and even almost irresistibly, 
drawn into thq orbits of Berlin and Vienna. It is the 
German and Austrian markets in which Yugo- 
slavia and Rumania would naturally sell their agri- 
cultural products, and from them that they would 
draw their industrial supplies and faaory-made 
goods. In this region France sells little and buys 
less. She can lend her allies money, but she cannot 
absorb their produas. And loans are a transitory 
episode; markets, a continuing necessity. 

French policy has labored continuously, there- 
fore, to find an economic base for a political asso- 
ciation, which is of utmost importance to herself. 
But in the main, it has failed because die opposing 
forces have been too strong for her. The Austrians 
have continued to look to Germany, die Hungari- 
ans have remained resolute in their passive resist- 
ance to a system of frontiers against which they 
have no present power to revolt. Italy has endeav- 
ored constantly to prevent the reincarnation of a 
new Dan^bian confederation recalling, at least on 
the economic side, the old Hapsburg Monarchy and 
bound, under present conditions, to look to Paris 
and not to Rome. 
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Europe, then, has been treated to the impressive 
paradox of a political alliance continuing to func- 
tion, and even acquiring added strength, while the 
constituent nations have visibly suffered economic 
hardships because of their political policies. On the 
economic side, there are but two conceivable for- 
mulas for the restoration of prosperity in the Danu- 
bian area, either the expansion of German tariff 
limits through the aeation of a new Mitteleuropa, 
or the restoration of the old associations of the peo- 
ples who once made up the Hapsburg Monarchy. 
But the first solution would be ruinous for the 
C2echs, while the second is impossible without the 
voluntary participation of both Austria and Hun- 
gary. And the Austrians visibly prefer union with 
the Reich while the Hungarians remain resolved to 
recover their lost provinces. 

Against the German solution all French policy 
instinctively and naturally reaas. Toward the for- 
I mula of a restored Austro-Hungarian association, 
r by contrast, French opinion is unmistakably turn- 
ing, inaeasingly. All French interests would be best 
served thereby. In fact, it is the only escape Paris 
can discover from the alternative of universal ruin 
or German economic and political domination in 
the Danubian area. But while France can, in a crisis 
like the Anschluss, rely upon Italian resistance to 
the prospectus of Pan-Germanism, she is also con- 
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denined to encounter Italian, as well as German 
hostility, to the alternative projea. 

The industrially and commercially minded 
Anglo-Saxons, impressed by the economic ruin 
which exists and spreads in all of Central Europe, 
have easily and generally surrendered to the Ger- 
man solution. And, as a consequence, they view 
with impatience and irritation, the whole French 
system of alliances and, in particular, the preten- 
sions of the Little Entente to the role of a great 
power. Conviction as to the means of ending an 
intolerable economic condition, has, however, 
blinded both American and British opinion to the 
strength of the obstacles in the pathway of any 
such project and produced a total miscalculation of 
the political faaors involved. 

For France and Italy, alike, the German solution 
would mean the decline to the condition of a sec- 
ond class power and while French security would 
again be compromised at the Rhine, Italian would 
be imperilled from the Quarnero to the Ison2o. 
Strasbourg and Metz on the one hand, Trieste and 
Pola on the other, would automatically be endan- 
gered. Czecho-Slovakia would be threatened by ex- 
tinddon. But, by contrast, Yugo-Slavia and Ru- 
mania might in the end be advantaged, provided 
Germany were militarily strong enough to guaran- 
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tee the Yugo-Slavs against Italy, and financially as 
well as militarily, sustain the Rumanians. 

The Little Entente, therefore, constitutes the sin- 
gle barrier to Pan-German domination in Central 
Europe. As a consequence, it is one of the pillars 
of French policy as Poland is the other. But, as in 
the case of Poland, French policy is far more the 
captive than the master of its allies. For the present, 
France and the Little Entente — ^and Poland as well 
— must stand or fall together. 

Precarious this system of alliances patently is, but 
no alternative is discoverable. Least of all is the 
British and American prescription applicable. For 
diat amounts to subordinating politics to econom- 
ics. Such a course would be ruinous for the peoples 
who today possess power and immeasureably ad- 
vantageous for the nations, which are helpless but 
still hold the keys to the economic situation. 

A purely economic solution of the Central Euro- 
pean problem would give Germany a political sit- 
uation unequalled since the early days of the Holy 
Roman Empire. A purely political solution, which 
is the present prescription, can easily spread ruin 
from the Baltic at least to the old Balkans. Such is 
the complicated situation in Central Europe, where 
the Little Entente, as the ally of France, exercises 
absolute power without any present prospect of 
providing even moderate prosperity. 



Chapter Eighteen 


GREAT BRITAIN 


Post-war Britain presents a fairly bewildering 
array of contradictions. It is a nation which, al- 
though victorious in battle, unmistakably lost the 
war. Traditionally and inherently a great power, it 
is today, alike physically and morally, unable to 
play its historic r61e. Finally, although still a ridi 
empire, it has been forced to borrow from a less 
favored rival to protect its own currency. 

The explanation of all these paradoxes is, of 
course, found in the fact that the World War sur- 
prised the British people on the threshold of a do- 
mestic social revolution. The conflict itself accentu- 
ated the pace of this domestic upheaval. Last of 
all, the political transformations within the empire 
and the profoimd modifications in the financial, in- 
dustrial and commercial circumstances of the whole 
world since 1919 have combined to intensify a 
crisis, which had in fact, begun before the Assas- 
sination of Serajevo. 

As a consequence of this varied and far reaching 
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dislocation of the very foundations alike of British 
prosperity and power, it is today quite impossible 
to foresee whether the Britain of the latter half of 
the Twentieth Century will still be a world empire 
or little more than another Holland; whether it will 
decline to the rank of a second class European 
power or recover that unrivalled position which it 
occupied in the closing decade of the last century. 
All that is plain at the present hour is that it has 
become praaically a negligible quantity politically 
in contemporary Europe, with consequences at least 
as disastrous for (he Continent as for itself. 

The evidence of the decline of British power is 
disclosed in the complete failure of British policy 
to achieve any of its ends in the years between the 
Armistice and the fall of the second Labor Govern- 
ment, That policy was at once obvious and tradi- 
tional. At the close of the World War, as at the 
end of all previous continental struggles in which 
England had been engaged, British political and 
economic interests were alike concerned in the 
prompt restoration of peace and prosperity in Eu- 
rope, and in the preservation of the balance of 
power on the Continent. 

As a trading and banking people, the British 
were bound to be affeaed by any prolongation of 
the prostration which had accompanied the great 
conflia. "Business as usual” was the essential re- 
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quiretnent of a nation which had been forced by 
the circumstances of the struggle to undertake a 
bxurden of debt unprecedented in human history. 
Nor had anything in the present era changed the 
time-honored British interest in preventing the 
domination of the Continent by a single nation, 
whose supremacy rested upon military circum- 
stances alone. 

"With Germany defeated and disarmed, Austria 
dissolved, and Russia disappearing in the red haze 
of Bolshevism, nothing was more certain than that 
British interest would find itself confronted by a 
France almost miraculously restored to that posi- 
tion which it had occupied from the rise of Louis 
XrV to the fall of Napoleon Bonaparte. Thus, the 
ally of the war was predestined to become the rival 
of peace, and Britain was condemned in advance 
to seek to restrain the influence of France until such 
time as the European states themselves, recovering 
from the immediate effects of the conflict, could 
establish a new system of balance of power. 

But all British effort to pursue her accustomed 
course in the post-war years led to complete frustra- 
tion. Twelve years after the Armistice, on the one 
hand, the hegemony of France was beyond ques- 
tion or challenge, and on the other, the econcMnic 
and financial prostration of Central Europe was 
hardly less complete than at the moment the Paris 
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Conference completed its labors. Moreover, from 
all the conflicts of French and British policies, 
France had emerged successful with her purpose, if 
not yet fully realized, still unshaken. 

The reasons for this British failure are many and 
varied. They are at once moral and material, po- 
litical and economic, and no single cause explains 
die unmistakable faa. It is dear, however, that the 
World War produced a far reaching psychological 
effect upon the British mind. At its dose, the whole 
population of the British Isles was disillusioned, 
embittered, dominated by the desire to escape from 
European entanglements which had brought only 
unimaginable disaster. The very thought of war 
had become abhorrent, the distrust of the ally was 
hardly less profound than the antagonism for the 
enemy. The British people were eager to cut their 
losses and have done with the whole complicated 
and costly European mess. Demobilization of for- 
eign policy was just as urgently demanded as de- 
mobilization of the vast armies, which the war had 
called into being. 

As a consequence, the British people, with amaz- 
ing swiftness, swept away their huge military es- 
tablishment. From one of die greatest military pow- 
ers, Britain dedined to the rank of a Succession 
State in a few brief months. But when this trans- 
formation had taken place, a voluntarily disarmed 
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Britain was actually almost as destitute of power 
as a forcibly disarmed Germany. 

At the Paris Conference, too, British statesman- 
ship made a fatal blunder, from the consequences 
of which British policy has suffered continuously 
ever since. Having in the notorious Khaki Election 
promised the British masses to make Germany pay 
the last farthing of the war costs, Lloyd George at 
Paris insisted upon imposing impossible repara- 
tions. And, despite British protest, and thanks to 
"Woodrow Wilson, there were also written into the 
Treaty of Versailles territorial conditions which 
were similarly intolerable to the German mind. 

But these territorial conditions were immediately 
and increasingly the foundation of national policy 
in the minds of the French people. And the repara- 
tions obligations, impossible as they appeared, 
could be reduced only with French consent. To 
save Germany from the financial and the psycho- 
logical consequences of these astronomical imposi- 
tions, indeed, to save Germany on any terms, was 
the very basis of British policy and interest, but in 
accepting the Treaty of Versailles, British states- 
manship had placed all legal weapons in Frendh 
hands, and in disbanding British armies, had abol- 
ished all power to restrain French action. 

This fact was fully disclosed in the years follow- 
ing immediately upon the Paris Conference, when 
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Lloyd George undertook to engage in a duel with 
France with the purpose of saving Germany alike 
from the consequences of her own blunders, and of 
French coercion. But when, after Lloyd George, 
himself, had fallen as a result of the visible bank- 
ruptcy of his policy and French armies marched 
into the Ruhr in defiance of British will, the weak- 
ness of England was revealed. For in that crisis, the 
nation, which had sent the Mediterranean fleet 
through the Dardanelles at the moment of San 
Stefano, and started Kitchener up the Nile in the 
hour of Fashoda, was condemned to limit its pro- 
tests to the shrill scoldings of Curzon, which only 
moved Poincare to dialectical masterpieces. 

The failure of the Lloyd Georgian policy of op- 
position to France led to the substimtion by the 
Tories of the old order of the Entente Cordiale. 
Locarno presently came to give a brief promise of 
European tranquillity, and for several years Briand, 
Chamberlain and Stresemann met at Geneva, and 
cooperated in the task of restoring European order. 
And in these years, from 1925 to 1929, the progress 
of Europe towards peace was striking in the 
extreme. 

Nevertheless, beneath the surface, British pubUc 
opinion stirred uneasily. In the Locarno paas, 
France had at last obtained British guarantee for 
the stams quo in the west. But it was plain that this 
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was not enough. At Geneva, everywhere, French 
statesmen still demanded that the whole system of 
Paris be stabilized for all present time by mutual 
guarantees and, above all, by British promises to 
respea and aid in the preservation of the status quo. 

Such pretensions seemed, to the British min d, 
intolerable. The British people were satisfied that 
they had saved the French during the war, and as- 
sumed fresh responsibility for the security of 
France in the Locarno pacts; that, in addition, they 
had made vast sacrifices in the matter of French 
debts to Britain. These concessions and sacrifices, 
so it seemed to the British masses, had only served 
to whet French appetite. Moreover, the continuing 
strength of French armies, the unmistakable 
strength of French air fleets, the growing French 
activities in naval construaion, all touched the old 
but not yet extinct suspicion of the neighbor be- 
yond the Qiannel, which had survived from the 
age of Napoleon. 

All of these details and many others contributed 
to the defeat of the Tory Government in the elec- 
tion of 1929. And, while in this campaign, domes- 
tic economic questions outweighed considerations 
of foreign policy, and even in foreign policy, Tory 
intransigeance toward the United States in naval 
questions was more unpopular than alleged truck- 
ling to France, it was not less clear that the British 
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public listened with approval to the Labor and Lib- 
eral speakers indicting Chamberlain as the tool of 
Briand, and condemning a foreign policy, which 
made Britain the passive agent of France. 

MacDonald came to power for a second time, 
with a dear mandate to break the ties with Paris, 
For him and for his followers, too, there was an 
almost equal eagerness to substitute the German 
for the French parmer. The dedsive step was taken 
by Snowden at the Hague Conference and, for the 
moment, all Britain broke into applause at the 
Chancellor of the Exchequer’s resovmding negative 
to further French demands. And with that response, 
the Entente Cordiale lapsed again. 

But while it was easy to be off with French 
friendship, it was less simple to realize Labor pur- 
poses in the face of a hostile France. Thus French 
action at the London Naval Conference presently 
made impossible a Five Power Treaty, and reduced 
to insignificant proportions the harvest of an inter- 
national meeting upon the success of which Labor 
had counted heavily. Moreover, at Geneva and else- 
where, Labor’s plans for disarmament, for coopera- 
tion, and confidence, were systematically and com- 
pletely brought to nothing by French opposition. 
For Paris, London under Labor rule, had become 
an enemy capital, and British policy as hostile as 
German. 
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The great financial crisis o£ the summer of 1931, 
moreover, exposed the utter bankruptcy of Lalxjr 
policy. The collapse of German finance under 
French attack, which was both political and mone- 
tary, brought the Reich to the edge of ruin, and the 
British Prime Minister, by means of the Paris and 
London Conferences, sought to move French reso- 
lution. But, in vain; France was now tasting the 
delights of victory after battle and met MacDon- 
ald’s emotional appeals with calm and remorseless 
logic. French money would be loaned to the Reich 
only on French political terms. The way to the 
French stocking was through renunciation of the 
policy of revision. 

Failing to obtain French aid, MacDonald made a 
dramatic flight to Berlin to carry assurances of Brit- 
ish sympathy and support for the Bruening Cabinet. 
But he returned to London to find the pound ster- 
ling faltering under French withdrawals. And, 
while the Labor Cabinet divided and broke up, the 
Bank of England had presently to turn to Paris as 
well as to New York for financial assistance which 
proved unavailing. Thus, two years after Labor had 
set out confidently to raise the alleged French mort- 
gage upon British foreign policy and to rescue Ger- 
many from French coercion, Germany was broken 
and Britain was in grave trouble. Nor could the 
temporary survival of MacDonald in a National 
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Cabinet, disguise the extent of his failure. Like 
Lloyd George, he had set out to break French hold 
upon the Continent, and like the Welshman, the 
Scot had, in his turn, met shattering defeat. 

After as before the financial crisis, British public 
opinion remains unchanged. Faithful to the tradi- 
tion of their race, the English are concerned with 
finding a course of expediency to end the present 
Continental conflia. For them the problem of peace 
is exclusively the task of discovering some basis of 
adjustment between France and Germany. Thus, 
with sound instinct, but with undisguised reluc- 
tance, they undertook to satisfy French demands for 
security by subscribing to the Locarno pacts. But in 
this guarantee of the status quo on the Ehine, they 
conceive full justice has been done to the legitimate 
French claims. 

By contrast, German claims remain. Satisfaction 
for these, too, is discoverable only through the re- 
vision of the territorial provisions of the Treaty of 
Versailles. As a consequence, the British would ap- 
prove the suppression of the Polish Corridor, and 
would similarly assent to the Anschluss, because 
they see clearly that German resolution in respect of 
these issues is as fixed as French in the matter of 
security. As for the rights of the Poles or the 
Czechs, for them they display the same supreme un- 
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cxincem that Sir Edward Grey disclosed for Serbia 
in the early phase of the Serajevo crisis. 

As to the French conception of a system of peace 
covered by general guarantee of the whole status 
quo of the peace treaties, this, in British eyes seems 
no more than the purpose to continue the war, to 
keep Germany down, to repeat the course, which 
Germany herself followed in respect of France and 
over Alsace-Lorraine after 1870. Once the frontiers 
of France were covered by a British guarantee, 
French concern for Polish rights or for Czech se- 
curity appeared in British eyes equally unreasonable 
and even imgrateful. 

The fundamental selfishness of this British view, 
disclosed in a willingness to sacrifice Poland, is jus- 
tified at home by the conviction that Poland cannot 
permanently hold the Corridor and therefore, as a 
coimsel of prudence, should come to terms with her 
greater neighbor. And the cloak of idealism is cast 
over this rather hard realism, by the citation of die 
fact that the inescapable alternative is another gen- 
eral war. The price of European peace, to the Brit- 
ish mind, is the placating of Germany, and Britain 
advocates paying the price, just as, from her own 
point of view, she has already paid the price of 
French security in the Locarno pacts. 

The fatal weakness of this British policy of ex- 
pediency lies in the fact that Brimin no longer has 
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power or influence to impose it. She has alternately 
opposed the French and sought to win them by con- 
cessions, which however insufficient in French eyes, 
bulk large in British. But both courses have failed. 
Lloyd George and Ramsay MacDonald were 
equally unlucky in die attempts at opposition while 
Austen Chamberlain roused British protest without 
completely satisfying French demands. And if Mac- 
Donald’s failure should be followed by a new re- 
version to the Entente Cordiale, it will not only 
constitute an immediate humiliation but must also 
in the end run counter to the deep-seated British 
conviction that French policy, which is repugnant 
to England, is also ruinous for Europe. 

All the contrasting genius of the two races is re- 
vealed in their prescriptions of peace. For France, 
the solution is an elaborate and rigid system of law 
sustained by force. For the British, the answer is 
found in a series of improvisations and adjustments, 
proceeding continuously and made possible by en- 
during common sense. The French insist that the 
British shall join with them in enforcing the law; 
the British seek to persuade the French to make 
compromises which shall render law enforcement 
unnecessary. As the French have been the stronger 
in recent years, they have extorted a measure of 
British assent. But this assent has been grudging. 
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and since it has been made against conviction, it has 
often been withdrawn. And, in fact, the national 
policies of the two peoples are, at bottom, no more 
easily to be reconciled dian the French and 
German. 



chapter Nineteen 


ITALY 


If British interest is not directly engaged on either 
side of the debate over status quo and revision, 
Italian, characteristically enough, is enlisted on both 
sides. For the Italians are a Status Quo people in the 
matter of the territories which they acquired 
through the peace treaties and a Revision power for 
what they failed to get. Mussolini has affirmed that 
the basic doctrine of Italian policy is “nothing for 
nothing.” But, in fact, it is “something for nothing.” 

From the World War, Italy emerged more 
disappointed than any other Continental state be- 
longing to the victorious coalition, and more dis- 
illusioned than any country save Britain. She had 
recovered Italia Irredenta; Trieste and the Trentino 
were now new jewels in the Crown of Savoy. Her 
age-long dream of security had been realized at the 
Brenner, but otherwise her situation was little 
changed. 

After 1919, as before, Italy was a second class 
state with die aspirations and appetites of a great 
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power. Great Britain and France had expanded 
their colonial empires. Even Belgium had acquired 
provinces on the borders of her Congo Empire, but 
abroad, Italy remained where she had stood in 1914, 
her overseas empire limited to the Tripolitan and 
Erythean fagades to barren hinterlands. And these 
desert possessions, representing vast costs in blood 
and treasure, were set in immediate and vivid con- 
trast to a French Empire, which on the Mediter- 
ranean included Tunis, Algeria and Morocco, and 
extended inland to the Niger and the Congo. 

Beyond the Isonzo, the Hapsburg Monarchy had 
disintegrated, but in its place had risen a large and 
virile Yugo-Slavia. In Anatolia the dream of an 
Italian sphere of influence had fallen swifdy before 
the power of Kemal Pasha, although in adjoining 
Syria, French power was seated alike at Beirut and 
at Damascus. In Central Europe the development 
of the Little Entente quickly closed the door to 
Italian influence. Even on her own frontiers Italy 
was presently confronted by a military alliance be- 
tween France and Yugo-Slavia, while in all inter- 
national meetings, the association of Poland and 
the Little Entente with France, reduced Italian in- 
fluence to zero. 

Isolated, Italy could do not h ing. But where was 
she to find an ally? Berlin was cold and unrespon- 
sive alike becaiise German statesmen remembered 
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the desertion of 1915, and German soldiers, mind- 
ful of Caporetto, placed little value upon an Italian 
military alliance which involved collision with the 
French army. Always, too, Wilhelmstrasse was 
dominated by the conviaion diat the Italian pro- 
posals were no more than a detail in a scheme to 
obtain German agreements only to sell them at a 
good market to the Quai d’ Orsay. 

In the southeast Rome sought a parmer in 
Bucharest, but although Rumania occasionally in- 
dined to Italy, French money and Little Entente 
influence always brought Italian intrigue to noth- 
ing. Hungary offered a better field for activity, and 
Rome and Budapest, during the regime of Bethlen, 
gave many outward evidences of a secret under- 
standing. But in the end, the economic and financia l 
weakness of Hungary brought about Bethlen’s resig- 
nation and his successor Karolyi took office to ac- 
cept a French loan on French political terms. 

In the pre-Fasdst days Nitti played with Lloyd 
George against France. But the Genoa Conference 
ruined Lloyd George and counted as a dedsive tri- 
umph for Poincar^ which was soon followed by 
the occupation of the Ruhr. When Mussolini ar- 
rived, Nitti. disappeared first in prison and then, 
after a sensational escape, to a retirement, from 
whidi he issued endless denundations of French 
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poliqr, but out of office he proved as futile as he had 
been helpless in power. 

Fascist foreign policy took up the problem with 
new hopes but with no fresh resources. The adven- 
ture of Corfu was a moral disaster without the 
smallest compensation in prestige. Labor England 
was utterly hostile to Fascism and Tory statesmen 
were the frank advocates of the Entente Cordiale 
with France. In Germany, the Social Democrats and 
the Roman Catholic Centre were equally unfriendly 
to Fascism, while Stresemann heard with ill-con- 
cealed indignation the appeals of the German- 
speaking population of the Southern Tyrol, 
provoked by a ferocious policy of Italianizadon. 

To the ever bitterer Italian threats, France pres- 
ently replied by massing divisions on the Alpine 
frontier from Menton to Mont Cenis, and by 
financing, not alone the military, but also the naval 
programme of Yugo-Slavia. Fraich-built subma- 
rines appeared at Cattaro on the track of Italian 
commerce between Trieste and the open sea. 
French-built airplanes watched the Italia n frontier 
from Gorizia to Fiume. Concomitantly the eco- 
nomic and financial necessities of the Fascist regime 
compelled it to put a limit to fiery speeches which 
disturbed world confidence. 

Throughout the post-war years, while France 
grew visibly stronger, Fascist Italy became more 
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violently resentful. The passion was due alike to 
the inherent rivalries between the peoples and to 
the undisguised hostility of a republican France to 
a Fascist Italy. The neo-Napoleonism of the Duce 
aroused sympathy only in a very limited section of 
French public opinion. As a consequence, the 
myriad of Italian exiles, forced to flee before the 
Fascist regime, found ready asylum on French soil 
and beyond question used their new home as a base 
for intrigue and attack beyond the Alps. 

Presently Italian policy came down upon naval 
parity with France as the issue of battle. Such parity 
in battleships had been obtained in the Washington 
Naval Conference. But all effort to extend this 
equality to other categories failed at Geneva and 
London. Aroused by Italian threats, fearful of her 
exposed situation in the Mediterranean, where the 
line of communications between Marseilles and 
Tunis, Algiers and Oran was vital, France resisted 
all Italian demands. 

Eager to enlist Anglo-Saxon support, Italy 
adopted the programme of disarmament which 
found its chief advocates in President Hoover in 
America and Prime Minister MacDonald in Britain. 
But the French easily penetrated the design. For 
parity was attainable for Italy only as navies were 
reduced greatly, since the French purse was long 
and the Italian lean. And, France, backed by her 
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Continental allies, had no difficulty in mastering 
Italian manoeuvres at Geneva. 

The great economic depression of 1931, more- 
over, exposed the total weakness of the Italian sit- 
uation. Like Germany, she was incapable of making 
any successful financial stand against France. A 
poor country, without large accumulations of capi- 
tal, lacking in raw materials, condemned to buy 
food abroad, Italy appeared only as a passive spec- 
tator in the great conferences of Paris and London, 
where the fate of Germany was at stake. And the 
same situation brought to nothing all her combina- 
tions in Central Europe, since Vienna and Budapest 
were compelled to make application for financial 
aid at Paris and accept the political conditions, 
which were inevitably attached to these loans. 

Even in the Anschluss crisis, which preceded the 
financial crash, Italy’s situation was anomalous. Her 
desire for dose relations with Berlin was dear, but 
the danger for her of any Austro-German combina- 
tions, was equally patent. Trieste and Meran, even 
more than Strasbourg and Metz, would be immedi- 
ately endangered, and no British guarantee covered 
the Italian frontier dries, as it did the French, 
Mussolini could leave to Briand the unpleasant task 
of open opposition, but he could not give Bruening 
and Curtius that aid which would alone indine 
them to an Italian assodation. Nor was the Italian 
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judge on the bench of the World Court able to 
escape voting with the French and thereby casting 
the decisive ballot to pronounce die Austro-German 
tariff union illegal, 

Italy was then caught and she remains caught. 
She has the ambition and self-confidence of a giant, 
she has a faith in her power and in her force which 
surpasses that of any other nation. Her population 
of forty-two millions, already above that of metro- 
politan France, is growing at a far faster rate. Her 
manpower exceeds that of her rival, but all other 
advantages are in the hands of the nation beyond 
the Alps. 

Strategically, she is equally at the mercy of French 
seapower seated at Toulon, Corsica and Bizerta and 
British, based upon Gibraltar, Malta and Suez. Her 
great cities are exposed to air attacks coming from 
east and west alike, and originating at Cattaro or 
Bastia. Her ambitions in the matter of Tunis 
awaken only apprehension in the British Admiralty, 
where there is no desire to see Italy seated on either 
shore of the narrow strait connecting the two halves 
of the Middle Sea. Financially, she is incapable of 
supporting either military or naval establishments 
equal to the French, As an ally, she can offer litde 
but an exposed situation, which would make her 
rather a liability than an asset. 

Nevertheless, in their present state of mind, the 
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Italian people are in a condition of moral revolt 
against their physical circumstances. Fascism is a 
frank gospel of unashamed imperialism, Italian 
policy is the only undisguised example of the once 
familiar fealpolitik, the policy of force now extant , 
The prospea of a New Rome is perpetually held 
out before the eyes of die rising generation, which 
is being educated as the heir of die old. But the 
patrimony of the Caesars has been distributed. 
France is master in North Africa, and Britain holds 
die Mediterranean, not only at Gibraltar and Suez, 
but also at Malta. 

The Italian phenomenon is, then, one of the most 
disturbing in contemporary Europe. The Anglo- 
Saxon nations have been content to dismiss it widi 
a certain condescension, accepting the passionate 
prospectuses of Mussolini as directed at home audi- 
ences and calculated only to satisfy a people, whidi 
lacks the capacity to disturb world peace. And, 
along with this comfortable optimism goes the 
cheerful assumption that Fascism is a form of do- 
mestic discipline good for Italians although, of 
course, impossible for more serious peoples. 

Yet Fascism is a force, and Fascist Italy a faaor, 
which cannot be so lightly dismissed in the consid- 
eration of the Europe of the future. Today, the 
activities of the Black Shirts are mainly confined to 
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domestic organi2atioii, which finds widespread ap- 
plause in America. Yet if, at the present time, the 
people who profess this doarine of force are pow- 
erless to translate it into action, they are continu- 
ously and consciously preparing for a tomorrow, in 
which they believe the strength of fifty millions will 
compel a re-ordering of frontiers and a redistribu- 
tion of colonial territories and raw materials alike. 

Nor is the fact to be mistaken that the objectives 
of Fascist ambition are attainable only by conflia. 
Italian nationalism is a religion of war. Italian 
claims to territorial revision have no basis in the 
ethnic character of populations and no such defense 
of them is urged. No question of national unity or 
of strategic security explains Italian demands as it 
does German or French. Geographically, Italy has 
a frontier more nearly impregnable than France 
could acquire, even if she occupied the Rhine per- 
petually. The single conceivable menace, that origi- 
nating in Yugo-Slav aspirations, is of itself insig- 
nificant, given the relative numbers of the two 
peoples. 

Not liberty, not unity, not security, the objeaives 
of all other peoples and the basic explanation of 
their national policies, is at stake in the Italian case, 
only power. The right to a place in the sun, the old 
and once familiar demand of Pan-Germanism, in- 
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spires Italian policy and Fascist purpose. To die 
Italians themselves, this dear and unequivocal as- 
sertion of national purpose seems not an evidence 
of a spirit distina from that of all odier European 
nations, but rather the proof of an honesty in the 
face of universal hypocrisy. And here again the re- 
semblance between pre-war Pan-Germanism and . 
post-war Fascism is impressive. 

In any event, Italian policy is unmistakable. The 
purpose of the men and the party today dominant 
in the Peninsula is to exploit every political de- 
velopment on the Continent to the greater glory of 
Italy, and to the expansion of Italian prestige and 
power. In this purpose Italy may today side with 
Germany and tomorrow with Soviet Russia, she may 
support an American projea for disarmamait, or a 
German for military equality with France, but with 
her statesmen, the value of the prindple endorsed 
lies purely in the profit it may yield to Italy in die 
immediate present. 

In die capital of no other great people which en- 
gaged in the World War, does one hear discussion 
of the next war in the same tone as in Rome. In no 
other country is the press, public opinion, national 
life, similarly regimented and disdplined in delib- 
erate antidpation of a new conflia. Everywhere else 
on the Continent the voice of pre-war imperialism 
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has been modified, but in Rome the example of the 
Caesars is an inspiration to a contemporary gospel 
in which die lessons of 1914-18 have no place. To- 
day the basis of Italian policy is opportunism, but 
in all Italian minds this is but a stage. 



chapter Twenty 


RUSSIA 


Soviet Russia is a state dedicated to the <^use of 
World Revolution but, because of its present neces- 
sities, condemned to seek peace with its enemies. 
Moscow strives constantly to conduct ordinary dip- 
lomatic negotiations widi capitalistic countries, but, 
at the same time, it carmot for a moment renounce 
its purpose to promote domestic revolution witiiin 
their frontiers. Its fundamental principle is based 
upon class warfare, its present foreign policy is con- 
ceived in the idea of international tranquillity. 

Not unnaturally governments and peoples j&nd it 
difficult to discover a basis for normal relations 
with the Soviet Union in the face of this paradox. 
How to be at peace with a nation whidi is at war 
with the world This is the conundrum for the 
statesmen of all other coimtries. The puzzle is made 
more intricate, because in the brief years of its ex- 
istence the Soviet Union has had not one, but three 
policies. Immediately following 1917 the Bolshe- 
vists were on the defensive. They were compelled 
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to defend themselves against attacks of Czarist gen- 
erals and admirals backed by Allied resources and 
troops. This defensive stage lasted from the close 
of the World War to the double collapse of the 
Wrangel army in die Crimea, and the Polish in- 
vasion in the Ukraine. But in 1920 Soviet Russia 
passed to the oflFensive. 

This offensive was, however, after an amazing 
forward sweep, decisively checked under the walls 
of Warsaw in a batde which had many resem- 
blances to that of the First Marne in 19x4. Follow- 
ing this defeat Red invasion ebbed swiftly, and the 
Treaty of Riga shordy put an end to the invasive 
phase of the Russian Revolution. So far this Revo- 
lution had followed in the footsteps of the French. 
It had made good its hold at home, it had launched 
a tremendous offensive abroad, but unlike the Rev- 
olutionary armies of 1795, the Red armies had been 
unable to carry a new doarine viaoriously over the 
Continent. 

The Treaty of Riga marked the establishment of 
a state of balance between Russia and her enemies. 
All attempts to destroy the Red regime had failed, 
but similar failure had brought the Bolshevists back 
to their own frontiers. Both of the recent opponents 
still remained dominated by the fears bom of strug- 
gle whidi had now terminated, but, in faa, neither 
was able or anxious to resume hostilities. 
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Widi the rise of Stalin to power, a third phase 
in Russian policy opened. Stalin perceived with ad- 
mirable lucidity that a Twentieth Century Revolu- 
tion, equipped with Fourteenth Century industrial 
and agricultural systems, could not hope to conquer 
a western world furnished with all the merTianiral 
and technical equipment of a machine age. There- 
fore he undertook the colossal experiment of trans- 
forming his country, in faa, of imitating die 
methods of the capitalistic world in order to make 
possible a later attack. Nor in the policy of Stalin 
is it possible to overlook the example of Peter the 
Great. 

In the nature of dungs, however, such an experi- 
ment condemned Russia to a period of passivity in 
the matter of foreign policy. Peace became the basic 
necessity of a country which was undertaking to 
reorganize its farm and faaory alike. And tolerably 
friendly relations with the capitalistic nations were 
similarly inevitable, if the Soviet Union desired to 
draw from these both the machines and the men 
necessary for its own transformation. 

For the time being, Red Russia had to fall into 
step with the capitalistic world to the extent of 
buying and selling, importing and exporting. And 
its need of peace was just as great as that of its 
recent and natural enemies. On the other hand, it 
was precisely as interested as ever in the mainte- 
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nance of the Communist groups within the capi- 
talistic countries, because these were destined to be 
invaluable allies when the moment to pass to the 
offensive again arrived. 

Yet even in this detail of propaganda and incita- 
tion, the Soviet Union was faced with the necessity 
of observing a degree of moderation and consenting 
to a measure of sacrifice. What counted was the 
dominating need to create a domestic system of 
industrial and agricultural life. All else was tem- 
porarily subordinate and secondary. The World 
Revolution could wait on the Five Year Plan, but 
the Five Year Plan could not wait on anything. 

The capitalistic world has been slow to appre- 
ciate this rather subtle evolution in Soviet policy, 
because it had been badly scared by previous Bol- 
shevist policy, and remained rightly disturbed over 
the evenmal consequences of Bolshevist purpose. 
Moreover, there was always the annoying detail of 
Communist agitation proceeding constantly al- 
though, in certain countries, with a discretion im- 
posed by Soviet necessities. 

It is clear, however, that for a period of a decade 
and perhaps longer, Russia has deliberately re- 
signed not merely the purpose to make actual war, 
but, insofar as her governmental policy is con- 
cerned, to make trouble. In 1928, and succeeding 
years, litvinoff appeared at Geneva and elsewhere. 
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advocating disarmament, preaching economic non- 
aggfession agreements, in fact^ putting the peace 
makers of all other nations to shame by the ex- 
travagance of his pacific presaiptions. 

The western world, which had long been alarmed 
over the prospea of Red Battalions aossing the 
Dniester, now became equally hysterical over the 
prospect of a Soviet economic ojffensive which was 
to flood a World, already three-quarters under 
water, with the products of faaories and farms. 
This terror was, of course, purely fantastic, because, 
despite the fact that Russia’s desperate need of 
funds to finance her foreign purchases incident to 
her industrialization programme, led to occasional 
dumping, the requirements of her population in 
food and manufactured articles were bound to ab- 
sorb the production of her faaories and her farms 
for a long time to come. 

Only Germany was prompt to seize upon the op- 
portunities of the Russian market and, at the same 
time, to attempt to exploit Russia politically. Thus 
for years Berlin was, on the one hand, ostentatiously 
aiding in the reorganization of the Red Army and, 
on the other, warning Europe against the peril of 
Bolshevism and the need of a strong Germany to 
resist it. This German manoeuvre was not in the 
least unwelcome to Soviet Russia precisely as long 
as relations with other capitalistic countries were 
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difficult, if not impossible, and Germany could, her- 
self, satisfy Soviet needs in materials and in credits. 

The Bolshevists were not, however, in principle 
more friendly to a capitalistic Germany than to a 
bourgeois France. And the Nationalist elements in 
the Reidi, who were most loudly celebrating the 
policy of the Eastern Orientation, were the most 
violent in their attacks upon the Communists within 
the German frontiers. Between the Russian and the 
German situation, too, there was a fundamental dif- 
ference. The Reds were free agents, they could 
make political bargains where they chose. Thus it 
was far easier for the Soviet Union to exploit the 
Reich than for Germany to make use of the Reds. 

Again, for the time being, Soviet interest lay 
patently not with Germany, which was trying to 
upset the existing order in Europe, but with France, 
which was the guarantor of the status quo, for al- 
though Moscow desired eventually to overturn the 
whole Continental system, it needed a peaceful 
Europe to insure that its own experiment should 
proceed undisturbed. And if political disorder pro- 
duced social breakdown before Russia was ready, 
she would be unable to continue her experiment and 
would be obliged to renew her offensive with an 
equipment still inadequate to the task. 

Thus, in the summer of 1931, Germany was pro- 
foundly disturbed by the unmistakable evidence of 
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negodations going forward between Paris and 
Moscow. The Franco-German struggle over the 
Anschluss had ended in the utter defeat of the 
Reich. German financial power had been wrecked 
and British had been compromised by the German 
collapse. Vienna and Budapest had reluctantly, but 
unavoidably, made their peace in Paris. The French 
system of alliances had taken on new force and the 
World Court had condemned die already aban- 
doned Anschluss as illegal. If Paris could come to 
terms with Moscow, the French circle would be 
completed. 

For Germany, a Franco-Russian non-aggression 
paa would, of course, have no fatal significance, 
but a similar paa between the Soviet Union and 
the Polish ally of France would spell the ruin of 
all the German hopes of an early suppression of the 
Polish Corridor, For in the back of all German 
minds is concealed a faith in an eventual Russian 
advance to Warsaw and a new partition of Poland, 
this time between two, and not three, powers. Thus, 
all Franco-Russian exchanges must be anxiously 
watched in Wilhelmstrasse, 

The Franco-Russian conversations, which in the 
nature of things, could not be pushed to any imme- 
diate conclusion, disclosed in a striking fashion the 
return of Red Russia as a faaor in European coun- 
cils. It also illustrated again the fatal weakness. 
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which underlies all German ejfforts to achieve terri- 
torial revision. For a bankrupt Reich was in no 
posture to outbid a country, whose national bank 
was overflowing with gold, and the handicap was 
die greater, because German need for a French loan 
remained undiminished. 

Even more interesting and important were these 
Franco-Russian conversations and other similar epi- 
sodes as evidences of the Soviet acceptance of die 
necessity of a truce with western capitalistic states. 
The logical assumption that the general prostration 
of Europe, as a consequence of the economic de- 
pression, would inspire Russia to a fresh offensive 
was demonstrated to be mistaken. Halfway through 
the Five Year Plan Russia wanted peace quite as 
much as Britain or France and saw her immediate 
interests all bound up with those of her capitalistic 
foes, and not with her communistic allies. 

Napoleon III, in an unhappy moment, once pro- 
claimed that his empire meant peace. Stalin, with 
far greater accuracy, could affirm that, in its present 
stage, the Red Revolution means tranquillity. True, 
no one can say for how long. But, on the other 
hand, all the outward evidences seem to suggest 
that the time will be longer than is generally al- 
lowed. Looking to the longer future, nothing is less 
likely than that a mighty Slav state, whether Soviet 
or republican, will forever endure its present west- 
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em frontiers. Nevertheless, while Moscow loves to 
raise goose-flesh in Budbarest by threats about 
Bessarabia, the Soviet leaders are not today think- 
ing in terms of lost provinces or territorial revisions. 

Red Russia has a great army, far more efficiently 
trained and vastly better equipped than that which 
in 1920 established two speed records, one in mov- 
ing from the Niemen to the Vistula, and the other 
and better, in retiring from Warsaw to Grodno, but 
there is nothing to suggest that Moscow has any 
present intention to employ this army in a new of- 
fensive which would not bring any new security, 
and would inevitably upset all the rhythm of do- 
mestic re-organization. 

In sum, then, the policy of Revoludonaty Russia 
is, for the moment, constructive rather than destruc- 
tive. It has need of immediate aid from a capitalistic 
system it hopes one day to abolish. Its necessities, 
too, drive it to seek some modus vivendi with a 
Paris which has become not alone the military, but 
the monetary capital of Europe. Moreover, Moscow 
can with reason conclude that the French political 
system is less likely to endure permanently, than 
that economic order which the German programme 
of European organization might establish in all of 
Central Europe. 

Patently, Soviet policy is purely opportunistic, 
like Italian; and Bolshevism, like Fascism, is freed 
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from all restraints arising from domestic political 
opposition. Red Russia is, however, also freed by 
its size and situation from many Italian limitations. 
Time runs against Italy everywhere, because on all 
sides, the present owners of provinces and colonies 
coveted by Rome, are consolidating their position. 
But if the Soviet Union can organize its colossal 
empire, its power will one day almost surpass 
imagination. 

Unmistakably Moscow looks out upon the pres- 
ent crisis in the capitalistic world with unfeigned 
pleasure. For it, recent events have been an en- 
couragement beyond calculation, but its present 
concern is not to force the pace. From a world it 
believes sinking, it is eager to snatch the last pos- 
sible profit before passing again to the oflFensive. 
Status Quo and Revision policies are equally mean- 
ingless in Bolshevist calculations, understandings 
either with Berlin or Paris are of similarly transitory 
value. Undoubtedly the French and German cal- 
culations of exploiting the Red Revolution for na- 
tional purposes, arouse equally intense amusement 
within the walls of the Kremlin. 

The faa, however, remains, that having em- 
barked upon his gigantic programme of domestic 
organizations, Stalin has, for the time being, given 
certain hostages to the capitalistic world. He is 
gambling that Europe cannot recover while Russia 
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reorganizes. He is betting tihat the divisions between 
Status Quo and Revision peoples, the profound and 
seemingly impassable gap between the French and 
German purposes, in faa the dvil war upon which 
capitalism itself has embarked, will serve his end, 
as a similar strife between the Greek dries prepared 
the way for Philip of Macedon. 

Meanwhile, having whispered with Berlin, Stalin 
can talk with Paris. Since his enemy is playing his 
game in faa, why should he refuse for a little to 
play his enemy’s to the greater glory and inaeased 
prestige of the Soviet Union? 



Chapter Twenty-one 


EUROPE, 1914-1932 


Viewed in the light of the policies of nations, it is 
clear that the resemblances between the Exirope of 
1914 and of today are at once impressive and sig- 
nificant. Pre-war Europe was a continent of coali- 
tions — ^so is post-war Europe. The Triple Alliance 
which, by reason of its military power, dominated 
during the generation which preceded the World 
War, had its origin in the concern for security at 
the Rhine of the victor of 1870. The French system 
of alliances, which is supreme today, es^resses the 
identical concern of the victor of 1918. 

The guarantees France gives her Polish and 
Czech allies on the Vistula and the Danube are in- 
distinguishable from those Germany gave her Aus- 
trian and Hungarian partners on the Save and the 
San. Because of the network of alliances and en- 
tentes which covered Europe in 1914, the crime of 
Serajevo could set half the world in fiames. But 
because of the existence of a similar system in 1931, 
a proposal for Austro-German tarijQF union pro- 
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duced a political crisis felt with equal force in Paris 
and Berlin, Vienna and Warsaw, Budapest and 
Prague. And the financial repercussions of this crisis 
were disastrous in London, and disturbing even in 
New York 

In contemporary Europe, France has taken over 
the role of Germany in 1914. Similarly the Polish 
Corridor has replaced Alsace-Lorraine as the grav- 
est cause of international discord. But concomi- 
tantly, Germany has adopted toward the Treaty of 
Versailles, that attitude which France maintained 
for more than forty years toward the Treaty of 
Frankfort. 

In the old Europe the passions and purposes of 
the Balkan peoples were a constant peril to peace. 
But in the new, the Balkans begin at the Inn, and 
not at the Save, and the feuds dividing the peoples 
of the former Hapsburg Monarchy are not less vio- 
lent and disruptive than those which separated the 
tribes dwelling in lands that had long been subject 
to the Sultan. Nor did the World War end the 
secular quarrels of the peoples of the old Balkans. 

Similarly, while the World War brought no term 
to the hostility of France and Germany, the post- 
war years have seen the rapid development of 
rivalry between Italy and France and the trans- 
formation of the Alps into a frontier of fortification 
and friction recalling the Vosges before the war. 
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And as the Germany of 1914 was enclosed by allied 
enemies on the east and west, Italy now faces a 
similar coalition between France and Yugo-Slavia. 
From Rome, too, as in the old days from Berlin, 
proceeds familiar protest against a policy of “en- 
circlement” and a purpose designed to deny a great 
people its rightful “place in the sun.” 

If, in spirit and national policies, the Europe of 
1932 is identical with that of 1914, in physical cir- 
cumstances the parallel is rather with the years fol- 
lowing the Congress of Vienna. And by another 
ironical reversal of r 61 es, France, the insurgent of 
1815, has become the conservator of 1914. Like the 
Holy Alliance, the French system of coalitions is 
designed exclusively to preserve a stams quo estab- 
lished by force, and the prescription of peace of 
Poincare and all other statesmen, who have ruled 
in Paris since the viaory, has been identical witb 
that of Mettemich. Finally, as the permanence of 
the status quo created in 1815 depended solely upon 
the preservation of the overwhelming military 
power of the alliance which guaranteed it, that of 
1919 rests upon a similar foundation. 

Unlike the alliance of the conquerors of Napo- 
leon, die contemporary coalition is not made up of 
the viaors of the war — ^that parmership broke down 
in the Peace Conference — but only of France and 
those Succession States which find their security or 
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unity, established in the Paris Settlement, chal- 
lenged by the purposes o£ the defeated nations. In 
this respea, the French combination is far weaker 
than the Holy Alliance, but in all else the parallel 
is perfect, and, for the present, the power is 
adequate. 

Although they each endured for nearly half a 
century, the territorial decisions of the Settlement 
of Vienna and the Treaty of Frankfort were both 
ultimately swept away because the peoples who 
found their terms immediately intolerable, were 
eventually able to challenge the power which sus- 
tained these systems. The spirit and purpose of the 
German and Magyar races, today, is precisely that 
of the nations which refused to accept the settle- 
ments of 1815 and 1871 as definitive. And as the 
settlements of the past could only be revised by 
war, no other method is discoverable today. 

,As a consequence, that simulacrum of peace 
which exists on the Continent at the present hour 
results uniquely from the exhaustion and helpless- 
ness of the unreconciled peoples. German efforts to 
escape the bonds of Versailles, efforts which, in the 
nature of things, could not extend to armed re- 
sistance, have been beaten down as swiftly and 
decisively as Mettemich stamped out the first 
Italian efforts to upset the system of Vienna. But 
the Italians continued even after Novara, and the 
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occupation of the Ruhr and the financial reprisals 
of the Anschluss episode have not broken German 
purpose, or shaken German determination. 

In post-war Europe, a stupendous pantomime of 
peace has been aaed at Geneva. The September 
session of the Assembly of the League of Nations 
has taken on something of the charaaer of the 
Olympian Games in Ancient Greece. But before 
and after, the struggles of antiquity are reproduced 
in faithful detail. Foreign ministers, engaged in 
bitter controversy, return from the Swiss city, after 
a few brief days devoted to impressive but mean- 
ingless conversation, to resume their pursuit of 
irreconcilable purposes. And behind the facade of 
Geneva, the statesmanship of Europe continues to 
function in the traditional manner. 

In sum, the spirit of peoples, the territorial issues 
which divide them, the policies which they severally 
pursue, are indistinguishable from the similar cir- 
cumstances of 1914. The Europe of 1932 differs 
from the Europe of 1914 only in the fact that, while 
the purposes of nations remain irreconcilable, their 
power to pursue national policies to their logical 
conclusion, which is armed conflict, is temporarily 
lacking. But in all past time, this stage has proven 
transient. 

A single profound change separates the Europe 
of yesterday from that of today. If the spirit and 
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policies of peoples endure unmodified, and the na- 
tions face each other in the traditional temper, the 
position of the Continent, itself, in the world has 
undergone a complete transformation. As a conse- 
quence of the war, its old markets are lost, its 
former wealth is dissipated, the ancient bases of its 
power and prosperity have been dislocated, if not 
destroyed. 

Thus the results of the World War seem to have 
placed Europe squarely face to face with the alter- 
native of subordinating its political rivalries to its 
economic necessities, or of suffering collective ruin 
resulting alike from economic prostration and social 
upheaval. But, as yet, there is nothing to suggest 
that the democracies of Modem Europe are more 
capable of united action in the face of a common 
danger than were those of Ancient Greece in the 
presence of a common enemy. And no illustration 
of this fundamental anarchy could be more com- 
plete than that which was supplied during the great 
economic depression by the Anschluss episode. 

Universally convinced that a new conflict would 
insure a disaster without limit, post-war mankind 
has easily adopted the conviction that such a war is 
at once impossible and unthinkable. But those who 
lived in the years between 1905 and 1914, when 
the last war was approaching with steady and un- 
mistakable steps, must recall that the same convic- 
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tion, and the same words, were equally common. 
Today, the purposes and policies which made the 
last war inescapable survive unmodified, and only 
the accommodation of seemingly irreconcilable 
policies can prevent that war, now pronounced im- 
possible, from also becoming inevitable. 

In 1914 war came, not because any people desired 
it, but because the policies which all peoples were 
pursuing and the objectives whidi they were seek- 
ing, could be realized only through victorious con- 
flict. In 1932 the situation is unchanged. The Polish 
Corridor, the Anschluss, Hungaria Irredenta, all 
the territorial issues we have examined together, 
the policies of status quo and revision, expressing 
the will of peoples in the face of these territorial 
issues, are identical with the similar circumstances, 
which produced the universal conflict. And at the 
limit of every contemporary national policy is in- 
escapable collision with another. 

The generation which had readied maturity in 
1904 will recall with darity the series of inddents, 
which were the steps on the route to war. Tangier, 
Bosnia, Agadir, the long winter of 1913, when the 
peace of Europe literally turned on the disposition 
of Djacova, Prisrend and Dibra, because Russian 
and Austrian polides were in shock in the Balkans. 
Each crisis was more acute dian the preceding, but 
the aid of all crises was Serajevo. Each of these 
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crises, too, marked a long step toward war, because 
while each left the resolution of peoples unmodi- 
fied and dieir policies unchanged, it also produced 
a further exacerbation of national rancors. 

But in the post-war Europe, the incidents have 
begun again. The occupation of the Ruhr, the far- 
sounding explosion of the Anschluss, both had 
their origin in the collision of national wills and 
purposes. And each for a moment, at least, lifted 
the curtain on which was painted the inspiring 
picture of a New Europe, to reveal the Old engaged 
in shifting scenery in preparation for a repetition of 
the traditional drama. One moment the world saw 
the statesmen of the Continent engaged in discus- 
sion ^of disarmament in Washington and of eco- 
nomic cooperation at Genoa, and, in the next, there 
passed before all eyes Frendi troops and guns and 
tanks en route for Essen and Dusseldorf. 

Eight years later the world saw Bruening and 
Curtius in Paris appealing for financial aid for their 
stricken country and receiving terms, which were 
those of a viaor to a vanquished. A few wedks 
thereafter, Curtius was disclosed at Geneva making 
the same surrender in the Anschluss incident that 
was imposed upon Delcasse in the Moroccati, a 
quarter of a century before. And the humiliation 
for the German people in the post-war affair was 
not less than that for the Frendi in 1905, nor was 
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die comment of German nationalism different from 
that of French. But the drama which opened in 
Morocco ended at the Marne; or, more exaaly, as 
die jSrst aa was the descent of William II at 
Tangier, the last was his flight to Holland. Nor can 
one fail to see, between the humiliating capitula- 
tion of Serbia after the Bosnian incident and the 
post-war surrender of Austria in the Ansdiluss 
affair, a parallel at once significant and striking. 

Naturally the situation which exists in contem- 
porary Europe, is not mistaken on the other side of 
die Atlantic. "The transition from a post-war to a 
pre-war era,” was a famous British diplomat’s 
description of the announcement from Berlin of the 
Austro-German tariff union. "A pause between 
crisis and catastrophe,” was the phrase of the 
French Ambassador in Washington to define the 
Hoover Moratorium. "Let us go on a pilgrimage to 
die battlefield of Sadowa together,” was the re- 
ported proposal of Benes to the French Minister 
in Prague, when the same Anschluss projea was 
first disclosed. 

Absence of armed conflict upon the European 
Continent, which in America is described as peace, 
results simply from the faa that peoples, who find 
die existing order intolerable are, by reason of 
economic exhaustion and financial weakness incap- 
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able of resorting to war, and their helplessness is 
further accentuated by the forcible disarmament of 
the Paris Settlement. But while it is clear tbat the 
present prostration may long continue, tbe spirit of 
the dissatisfied peoples gives to the existing situa- 
tion the charaaer of a postponement of hostilities, 
not of an authentic state of peace. 

And, while this state of mind prevails, accom- 
modation of territorial disputes and amendment of 
military restrictions, the basic demands of ibe 
dissatisfied peoples, are totally impossible. The 
truce of exhaustion may continue, but it is neverthe- 
less clear that the prostration which today prohibits 
deliberate war may tomorrow provoke a conflia of 
despair. This danger can easily be exaggerated, but 
it cannot safely be ignored. For there are, at the 
present time, at least three possibilities of im- 
mediate conflia and they arise out of the purposes 
of National Socialism in Germany, the prospectus 
of Fascism in Italy and the fundamental programme 
of Bolshevism in Sovia Russia. Only the first con- 
stitutes an acute peril, but in all three countries, 
domestic conditions might impose a foreign adven- 
ture as the sole means of avoiding internal collapse. 

It is, then, in the light of die temper of democ- 
racies, as disclosed at the Paris Peace Conference, 
and in the succeeding years; in the face of the 
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territorial issues, and in the knowledge of the 
policies of peoples born of these territorial issues, 
that it is necessary to examine the experiments in 
peace of the post-war years, which is the final stage 
of our study. 



Part Four 


EXPERIMENTS IN PEACE 




Chapter Twenty-two 


PEACE BY CONFERENCE 


For at least two centuries the English-speaking 
world has taken keenest delight in the description 
of the Irish as a race — 

"Who fight like devils for conciliation 
And hate each other for the love of God.” 

In the post-war years, however, no description could 
more exactly fit the attitude of peoples toward 
peace. 

In theory, the task of organizing world peace is 
that of fashioning some "federation of mankind” 
in which national policies shall be volimtarily 
subordinated to international order. In practice, 
however, democracies have put the cart before the 
horse. Ihey have invariably devised systems . of 
world peace to accord with their national interests 
and then tried to impose these upon the rest of 
mankind. 

America and Britain, secure behind their seas, 
have attempted, on the one hand, to end a state of 
anarchy in Europe unfortunate for their own pros- 
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perity and, on the other, to avoid entanglement in 
Continental quarrels which have no immediate 
importance for them. With the experience of the 
World War still fresh in their memories, both have 
been resolved to escape new involvements on old 
terms. All their proposals for peace, therefore, have 
been founded upon ethical and economic consider- 
ations. The sin and waste of war have occupied 
their peace propaganda. Arbitration, disarmament 
and the outiawry of war comprehend their pro- 
posals. Peace without responsibility is their major 
conception. 

France and her allies' have agreed in principle 
with all British and American proposals. Up to a 
point, their situation is identical. They are satisfied 
with their present circumstances and have no design 
upon the provinces or colonies of any nation. For 
them another war could only bring disaster without 
profit. They have, therefore, subscribed to all the 
paas, shared in the creation of a World Court, led 
the way in arbitration agreements. 

In one vital respect, however, the French situa- 
tion is different from that of Britain or of the 
United States. The tindisguised purpose of Ger- 
many and Hungary to recover territories lost 
through the peace treaties constitutes a menace to 
the Adlies of France. In the face of this peril, France 
and her associates, Poland and the nations of the 
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Litde Entente, ask that, in addition to the outlawry 
of war, there shall be some provision for force to 
keep the peace. Were the combined resources of 
mankind pledged to action against any aggression, 
neither Germany nor her former allies would 
venture to undertake the recovery of lost provinces 
by force. But British and American responsibility 
for European peace would be also established. 

Germany presents a third prospectus. Like the 
rest of mankind, the German people desire peace, 
and for them the Anglo-Saxon programme is ac- 
ceptable. But they insist that the basis of durable 
peace must be justice. And for them justice is lack- 
ing while the peace treaties endure unrevised. They 
frankly desire to acquire territories now belonging 
to other countries. But they defend this purpose by 
alleging that these territories were once theirs and 
were taken from them wrongfully and by violence. 

It is plain, however, that these three prescriptions, 
peace without responsibility, peace with security 
and peace with revision, are irreconcilable. The 
British and American rests upon the principle of 
voluntary understanding, but today sudh under- 
standing is lacking: the French and German 
formulas are mutually exclusive. As long as coun- 
tries stick to their national conceptions, therefore, 
only deadlock can result. And so far in the post-war 
years the deadlock has continued unbroken. 
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In an attempt to reconcile diese conflicting con- 
ceptions, however, democracies have had recourse 
to a new device. They have abandoned the older 
forms of private conversations between state depart- 
ments and foreign offices and have employed inter- 
national conferences instead. This represents a vio- 
lent reaction against the old system due to the fact 
that peoples emerged from the World War con- 
vinced that the origin of that conflict could be 
traced to the secret processes of old-fashioned 
diplomacy. 

Satisfied that publicity would prove a guarantee 
against a repetition of the tragic events of July, 
1914, all peoples enthusiastically acclaimed Wood- 
row Wilson’s slogan of "open covenants, openly 
arrived at.” Yet with the exception of Locarno all 
purely political conferences have ended in failure. 
Washington, Genoa, the Coolidge Conference at 
Geneva, the London Naval Conference have sup- 
plied a continuous and monotonous record of high 
hopes similarly blasted. 

Explanation of this failure has, however, been 
found not in the conference method itself but in 
ladk of preparation or in the attitude of some 
nation. Yet, although lack of preparation has fre- 
quently been notorious, failure has invariably been 
due to neither drcumstahce but to the fact that all 
countries were equally imwilling to agree to those 
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modifications of their own national policies, which 
alone would make international agreement possible. 

In theory, an international conference is a meet- 
ing of minds to bring about an adjustment of 
international differences, but no meeting of minds 
is possible, when delegates have left their own 
minds at home, American representatives, who go 
abroad instmcted to make no political agreements, 
Prench delegates, whose instruaions permit them to 
make only political agreements, can arrive at no 
result. Any meeting of minds has, therefore, to take 
place before a conference, or not at all. The sole 
function of a conference must be to give effect to 
an agreement already reached. Otherwise delegates 
to such meetings are no more than travelling sales- 
men sent abroad to dispose of national policies. 
Their success will depend equally upon salesman- 
ship and "sales resistance." And the agent who 
buys, as well as sells, will be discharged and his 
bargain repudiated, as happened to Woodrow 
Wilson. 

At the London Naval Conference, for example, 
the American, British, French and Italian delegates 
were all inescapably bound in advance by the states 
of mind existing in their respective countries. They 
could not negotiate in the tme sense of the word. 
They could only repeat in one another's presence 
day after day Aeir respective national formulas. 
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When Stimson and Morrow attempted to break 
with their inhibition, which was ''no political en- 
tanglements,” the cable terminated their adventure. 
But it also doomed the Five Power Conference. 

A three-power conference could have succeeded 
in London in 1930, although agreement between 
Britain and the United States had been impossible 
at Washington and Geneva, because after Geneva 
the British had changed their mind. They had per- 
ceived that in any competition in building with the 
United States the financial odds were hopelessly 
against them. They had, accordingly, decided that 
parity and friendship were better than enmity and 
a hopeless race. At the General Election of 1929, 
therefore, MacDonald had received a clear mandate 
from the British people to settle the American dis- 
pute and the conversations of Hoover and Mac- 
Donald at the Rapidan made agreement in 
conference certain. Japanese assent, too, was always 
to be obtained, for the question with Japan con- 
cerned tonnage and not policy. 

On the other hand, a five-power conference was 
always hopeless, because Italy and France were at 
odds over the issue of parity and in the identical 
mood of Britain and the United States during the 
Washington and Geneva Conferences. It is true 
that all preparation was lacking in so far as the 
Latin countries were concerned, but the most 
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meticulous regard for the feelings of both could 
not have changed the result. For Tardieu could not 
have remained in power if he had signed a treaty 
conceding parity to Italy unaccompanied by some 
guarantee paa accepted by the Anglo-Saxon na- 
tions. As for Grandi, he could not have remrned 
to Rome, at all, if he had accepted a treaty without 
parity. Thus, once the London Conference had 
opened on a day of yellow fog, which was sym- 
bolical, it resolved itself into a dreary search for 
a formula to disguise a failure, which was inevit- 
able. 

Bad judgment, not poor preparation, invariably 
explains the failure of international conferences. 
And the bad judgment is disclosed in the convoca- 
tion of conferences which are doomed to fail 
because there is no basis of agreement between the 
policies of nations. Since the United States was not 
prepared to sign a political paa, the French Note 
of December, 1929, advertised the certainty of 
failure at London. For the French announced that 
they would not agree to limitation without such a 
paa. Moreover, British and American newspaper 
correspondents in Rome and Paris reported the 
faas. The American and British embassies in Paris 
correctly informed their governments. But these 
governments were resolved upon a conference. And 
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the same situation had existed before all otiber con- 
ferences which subsequently failed. 

The explanation is invariably the same. For 
presidents and prime ministers alike, there is always 
a double temptation in the matter of an inter- 
national conference. Such meetings distract domes- 
tic attention from troubles at home. Similarly, they 
insure a temporary rally of public opinion to the 
support of an administration actively engaged in 
foreign negotiation. Even the most unpopular of 
governments can calculate upon a truce in paro- 
chial political abuse for the duration of a foreign 
assembly, since it can always appeal for unity at 
home to promote success abroad. But that appeal is 
obviously foolish, in itself, because all other gov- 
ernments are making it simultaneously. 

There is always, too, the much subtler temptation 
inherent in the opportunity provided by an inter- 
national conference for a public man to address a 
world audience, to play a conspicuous role upon a 
larger stage, to appear, if only for a brief moment, 
as the spokesman of a world seeking peace. Thus 
international conferences have Qnded by creating 
an appetite for publicity, whidi no post-war states- 
man save Poincare has been able completely to 
resist. Finally, public men always hope diat, even 
if tbeir conferences fail, they may still be praised 
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for their effort, while the blame can be shifted to 
the representatives of another nation. 

Yet it requires no profound examination of the 
consequences of the many unsuccessful conferences 
since 1919 to indicate how incalculable has been 
the harm resulting from the public disclosure of 
international rivalries at a time when the whole 
world was suffering both materially and psycho- 
logically from economic depression and political 
dispute. Conferences rashly summoned have led 
only to the exacerbation of national passions and 
international resentments. This faa explains the 
Geneva axiom that one disarmament conference is 
more disastrous for world peace than three battles 
in actual war. The same thought was disclosed in 
the prayer of a London clergyman after the Naval 
Conference — "Give to us peace in our time, oh 
Lord — peace without conference.” 

Nor is any detail of contemporary conferences 
more striking dian the unfailing attempts of states- 
men to conceal from their publics the truth concern- 
ing a meeting actually in progress. Their prestige 
being engaged, because they have prepared these 
publics for achievement, they are condemned to 
sustain the illusion of progress, to continue to hold 
out the promise of success and, in the end, in the 
face of a failure always inevitable, to claim a 
triumph which is promptly disclosed to have been 
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lackiiig. Thus that secrecy and inveracity, which 
v/ere the worst features of old-fashioned diplomacy 
have been adopted and even exaggerated by the 
new. 

There is always, therefore, an element of basic 
untruth about international conferences. Publics 
perceive this promptly and have the uneasy feeling 
of being deceived by their own governments, as 
they are invariably suspicious of the superior skill 
of the representatives of other nations. Thus, as a 
consequence of successive failures they become 
cynical as to the possibility of any international 
understanding. As a means of attaining peace, 
accordingly, conferences have proven no more 
successful than were the methods of old-fashioned 
diplomacy in preventing war. And this failure re- 
sults from the fact that they have been employed 
almost exclusively to help the political fortunes of 
administrations on the home front or to promote 
purely national policies abroad. 

In the present state of public opinions in the 
world, only the certainty of success can justify sum- 
moning an international conference. And the evi- 
dence in the possession of governments is always 
adequate to foreshadow the result. Locarno, the 
single successful post-war conference, produced 
agreement, because, for almost a year before it was 
convoked, Gei^man, French and British statesmen. 
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aided by American ambassadors in Berlin and Lon- 
don, had been negotiating. When preliminary 
agreement had been reached, Stresemann, Briand 
and Chamberlain went to Locarno to settle minor 
details and to' sign. But all three knew in advance 
that they were going to sign and all could count 
upon the subsequent ratification of their agreement 
by their respeaive parliaments. 

Locarno treated the world to the welcome spec- 
tacle of French, British and German statesmen in 
agreement for the first time since the outbreak of 
the World War. As a result, there followed a 
period of calm and reconstruaion in Europe, which 
lasted for four years. By contrast, the Washington 
Conference opened a long stage of recrimination 
between Britain and America and precipitated an 
immediate explosion of Anti-French feeling in the 
United States. Genoa intensified Franco-German 
rancors and Anglo-French differences and thus in- 
sured the occupation of the Ruhr. After the Cool- 
idge Conference, Anglo-American relations were 
more unpleasant than at any time since the Civil 
War. Following London, Franco-Italian rivalries 
assumed an acute charaaer and long disturbed 
European tranquillity. 

Nothing is, too, more impressive than the punish- 
ment which is eventually exacted of public men 
responsible for unsuccessful conferences. Both 
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"Wilson and Clemenceau were the victhns of Paris. 
Briand fell as a result of Washington. Lloyd 
George’s fate was settled at Genoa. The fall of the 
Tory Government in England in 1929 was in no 
small measure the consequence of the Coolidge 
Conference. London was equally unfortunate for 
the domestic prestige of Hoover and of Mac- 
Donald. 

Such condemnation is, too, thoroughly just, for 
responsibility for unsuccessful conferences rests 
squarely upon the shoulders of public men who 
insist upon convoking them. For these public men 
are able to discover the state of mind existing alike 
at home and abroad. And since at no international 
conference in the post-war era has there been any 
modification of policy on the part of any country, 
it is plain that disagreements existing before a meet- 
ing will only be accentuated during its sessions. 
Public opinion is, therefore, justified in indiaing 
statesmen who, in the face of obvious facts, invite 
inevitable disaster. 

When, as in the question of disarmament, the 
President of the United States insists upon an inter- 
national conference, public opinion should ask him 
two questions: Has the United States changed its 
policy as to pacts? Have France and her allies modi- 
fied their views as to security? If no reversal of 
policy has taken place in one case or the other, a 
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disarmament conference must fail, because Ameri- 
can and French delegates will go to Geneva com- 
mitted in advance to irreconcilable theses, and an 
aroused public opinion in each country will make 
concession out of the question. However much 
delegates actually in presence may desire to make 
necessary compromises, they will remain the cap- 
tives of their domestic Congress or parliament, 
which will themselves be the creatures of parochial 
public opinion. Thus the events of London will 
repeat themselves endlessly. 

If the President of the United States desires a 
successful disarmament conference, his preparation 
for it must be an attempt to persuade his fellow- 
countrymen to modify their views upon foreign 
entanglements. If tiie Premier of France similarly 
desires adiievement, he must try to persuade his 
fellow-citizens to change their ideas about security. 
These are the only useful preparations which can 
be made, and, lacking these, failure is assured. By 
contrast the notion that at a conference American 
delegates can convert French or French persuade 
American in the face of uncompromising national 
opinions is purely childish. Preparation for a suc- 
cessful foreign conference will always be made at 
home, not abroad. 



chapter Twenty-three 


THE LEAGUE OF NATIONS 


Of the experiments in peace of the post-war 
world, the League of Nations is beyond question 
the most ambitious and the most important. In a 
measure, at least, it represents the single solution 
Democracy has as yet been able to find for the most 
serious of all its problems. If, too, the experiment 
has so far failed, it still continues, and no substitute 
for the League has even been suggested. The world 
hope for peace remains centered in Geneva, and, in 
addition, the League has already taken its place as 
a necessary and permanent instrument of interna- 
tional cooperation. 

The evident success of the Geneva instimtion in 
a limited sphere, and the usefulness which it plainly 
possesses, cannot, however, distract attention from 
the fact that it has so far failed to realize the major 
hope of mankind at the moment of its creation. 
And that hope was patently for an international in- 
stitution, which would permit the organization of 
world peace and the removal of the causes and 
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dangers of new conflia. Thoreau wrote that man 
sets out in life to construa a palace and ends by 
building a woodshed, but while the League is in 
the process of achieving its palace, it remains as far 
as ever from providing a shelter for peace. 

The explanation of the failure of Geneva is 
amply disclosed in the brief history of the League 
itself. In its very origin it did not represent a gen- 
eral conception, nor a plan in which the ideas of all 
nations had fused into a single programme; on the 
contrary, it was purely and simply an Anglo-Saxon 
proposal. And if, in the actual draft of the Cove- 
nant, the British hand was more aaive than the 
American, the decisive impulse and the dominating 
idea were those of the American President. 

For Wilson, the Paris Conference had a two-fold 
task: to make a just peace and to fashion an insti- 
mtion in which all people, in full and equal coop- 
eration, could assure the perpemation of that peace. 
And, in the mind of the American President, his 
Fourteen Points supplied a platform on which just 
and equitable re-organization of Europe was possi- 
ble, while the League insured the continuation of 
an understanding to be established by the peace 
treaties. 

The view of the European peoples, who consti- 
mted the Allied and Associated Powers, was quite 
different. To be sure, British and American opin- 
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ions were readily harmonized, but between Anglo- 
Saxon and Continental conceptions, there was no 
common ground. The victorious and Succession 
states not only demanded satisfaction for their ter- 
ritorial claims, but military guarantees for their 
future security, as well. When, too, the Germans 
came to Versailles, Wilson promptly discovered 
that they were as unwilling to accept the pro- 
gramme of the Fourteen Points on the Vistula as 
the French on the Rhine. 

Born in this chaos of Paris, the League of Na- 
tions was laid on the door-step of Europe, by the 
retreating America, to be adopted and reared in 
accordance with European tradition. The history of 
the League, during its brief existence, naturally 
falls into three periods: that of organization from 
1920 to 1925, that of temporary success, from 1926 
to 1929, and that of aisis and decline from 1929 to 
the present hour. 

Between 1920 and 1925, the r 61 e of the League 
was insignificant and its international activities 
slight. The great events, of which the occupation of 
the Ruhr was the most important and the bombard- 
ment of Corfu the most sensational, proceeded 
without reference to the League or regard for 
Geneva. All the friends of the League waited, 
hopefully at first, and then with growing disap- 
pointment, for the return of the United States. 
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Meantime, Germany being excluded, and of&cial 
Britain little interested, the actual organization of 
the League was undertaken by representatives of 
France, of the Succession States and of the neutrals 
of the World War. And in the absence of the 
Anglo-Saxon powers and of the enemy states, the 
question of security was always in the foreground. 

After four years the League formula of security 
was presented to the Assembly of 1924 in the pres- 
ence of the Labor Prime Minister of Britain and 
the President of the French Council, who was a 
Radical. This formula, which was the most signifi- 
cant detail of the once famous Protocol, reinforced 
the Covenant of the League by a more specific un- 
dertaking, on the part of the member nations, to 
take action to restrain and to coerce any nation 
guilty of aggression. It thus placed at the disposal 
of the League the colleaive resources of member 
nations for action against any individual state vio- 
lating the pledge of the Covenant, and held guilty 
of such violation by the Council of the League 
itself. 

Acceptance of the Protocol by the nations belong- 
ing to Ae League would automatically have made 
the Geneva body the guarantor of all the terms 
of the peace treaties, because, manifestly, no revi- 
sion of these treaties was possible except with the 
consent of the nations concerned. Thus, in effea. 
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die Protocol would have accomplished the purpose 
which had been expressed by the French in the 
Paris Conference, first, in the proposal of L6on 
Bourgeois to provide the League with a general 
staff, and second, in Clemenceau’s guarantee treaty, 
signed by Wilson and Lloyd George, but later re- 
jeaed by the American Senate. 

Against this Protocol, MacDonald spoke ear- 
nesdy, although he later signed it. But the Tory 
Cabinet which soon replaced Labor declined to rat- 
ify it. This aaion, which MacDonald had forecast, 
indicated that the British people were as litde will- 
ing, through the Protocol, to engage their blood 
and treasure to maintain the peace treaties as the 
Americans had been to undertake similar obliga- 
tions in the Covenant. Once again, die utter diver- 
gence between Anglo-Saxon and Continental views 
was disclosed. 

With the beginning of die discussions which in 
1925 led to the making of the Locarno Pacts, a new 
stage opened in Geneva. French statesmanship, 
guided by Briand, and encouraged by Britain, aban- 
doned the effort to base secnirity solely upon the 
League and sought to arrive at direct agreement 
with Germany. And the adoption of the Pacts of 
Locarno was followed the next year by the admis- 
sion of Germany to the League, 

During the next three years^ Briand, Stresemann 
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and Chamberlain made Geneva the centre of a 
work of international cooperation in which Britain, 
France and Germany participated on a footing of 
equality. This was the great period in League his- 
tory. Its assemblies, which had long been negleaed, 
suddenly became brilliant sessions attended by the 
prime ministers and foreign ministers of the whole 
Continent. The spirit of Locarno continued to in- 
fluence Franco-German relations. The Ruhr, and 
then the Rhineland, were evacuated. The repara- 
tions clauses of the Treaty of Versailles, revised in 
1924 by the Dawes Plan, were again amended in 
1929 by the Young Plan. Economic cooperation 
between France and Germany through cartels gave 
the further impression of veritable reconciliation. 
Geneva almost in an hour took on the semblance of 
a world capital. 

With the death of Stresemann, however, the 
change was swift and far-reaching. The sun of Lo- 
carno disappeared behind the clouds of a gathering 
Nationalist storm in the Reich. The German peo- 
ple, who had hoped, by entering the League, to es- 
cape from all reparations and recover their eastern 
frontiers, were now disappointed by the postpone- 
ment of their dreams and resumed their attack alike 
upon the financial, military and territorial provi- 
sions of the Treaty of Versailles, The French, tak- 
ing alarm at the new challenge, became again 
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concerned about their security. And their Polish 
and Czech allies shared their apprehension. Briefly, 
Eixrope relapsed to the atmosphere of the period of 
the occupation of the Ruhr. 

Inevitably, this recrudescence of old quarrels was 
echoed in the sessions of the League itself. The 
clash between French and German policies in the 
matter of disarmament all but disrupted the work 
of the Preliminary Arms Conference. The selection 
of a chairman for the long delayed definitive meet- 
ing divided the Council, with Germany supporting 
Arthur Henderson, the British Foreign Secretary, 
and France urging Benes, the Czech Foreign Min- 
ister. The question of the treatment of her German 
minority by Poland provided Curtius with an ad- 
mirable basis for attack upon Zaleski. 

Thus the League, which in Wilson’s dream was 
to be the meeting-place of peoples resolved in con- 
cert to maintain and extend European peace and 
cooperation, became the battle-ground of national 
policies and a mirror of Continental anarchy. Euro- 
pean statesmen manoeuvred to obtain the favors of 
South American delegates, and even of Chinese, 
whose votes acquired importance in the Coxincil 
and in the World Court. And, inescapably, the very 
prescriptions of peace, which were to bring inter- 
national tranquillity, became the issues of battle 
between quarrelling nations and groups of nations. 
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Disarmament projects were considered, not on 
their merits, but in the light of the political associa- 
tions of the nations presenting them; economic pro- 
posals were rejeaed without consideration by one 
foreign minister seeking to diminish the prestige of 
another. Where, in pre-war Europe, international 
disagreements had been carried on by the deliberate 
and secret methods of old-fashioned diplomacy, 
they were now conduaed by statesmen in public 
sessions in the League of Nations halls, and the evi- 
dence of irreconcilable differences was transmitted 
by the eye-witnesses of the press with a speed and 
vigor which recalled the accounts of prize fights re- 
ported by rounds. The day’s proceedings were sum- 
marized as a victory for France, a humiliation for 
Germany, a defeat for Great Britain, by the war- 
correspondents of peace. 

As a consequence dimly, at first, but with ever- 
growing clarity, peoples everywhere began to real- 
ize that the League of Nations was not a guarantee 
of peace. They saw the disputes over the Polish 
Corridor, the Anschluss, Franco-Italian naval par- 
ity growing daily more acute. They recognized that 
the Kellogg Pact, like the Covenant of the League, 
constituted no insurance against future conflia. 
They comprehended that, despite all the intermina- 
ble disarmament conferences, nations were again 
arming, and that statesmen who occasionally em- 
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braced at Geneva invariably continued to quarrel 
elsewhere. In their eyes, the League came more and 
more to appear a fagade of pretense behind which 
the old realities remained. 

Disappointment was, too, accentuated, when the 
great economic crisis disclosed Geneva as little ef- 
feaive in die service of world prosperity as of in- 
ternational peace. Briand’s grandiose prospectus 
of Pan-Europe was outlined against the stark reality 
of a universal and growing prostration. Finally, the 
Austro-German plan for tariff union precipitated a 
crisis which instantly recalled the worst of the pre- 
war clashes. In the face of faas which were not 
longer to be disguised, the still uninterrupted flow 
of League professions angered a public it no longer 
impressed. 

A little more than a decade after the launching of 
the experiment, therefore, the League is in full 
crisis. The disillusionment which followed the 
Paris Conference is now repeated after each session 
of the League. But, once more, peoples who are 
acutely aware of the faa of failure remain totally 
oblivious to the causes. Thus, while the Anglo- 
Saxon powers continue at Geneva to press for dis- 
armament, the Status Quo nations s imi larly clamor 
for security, and the Revision countries still demand 
territorial changes. 
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Yet it is vmmistakable that the League cannot 
apply all o£ these mutually exclusive programmes 
at one time, or any one o£ them at aU, save by 
unanimous consent. The League can have no power 
other than that which may be delegated to it by 
member nations. But no nation has yet consented 
to any delegation. The United States re£used to join 
because o£ the nightmare o£ the superstate. The 
British Parliament rejected the Protocol because o£ 
fear that it might put a foreign mortgage upon its 
fleet and army. France places its right to security, 
and Germany, its claim to revision, above all pres- 
ent or prospective League authority. 

Thus, in reality, the fate which has now over- 
taken the League, is identical with that which ulti- 
mately destroyed the Concert of Europe. From the 
Congress of Berlin to the Assassination of Sera- 
jevo, the great powers, acting together, brought 
Europe through innumerable crises without con- 
flict. As late as the Conference of Algeciras in 
1905, a general war over Morocco was avoided, as 
similar conflict over Turkey had been prevented a 
generation before. Even in 1913, a conference of 
ambassadors liquidated the Balkan Conflicts 
peacefully. 

But, in 1914, the great powers had become Hope- 
lessly divided into rival alliances. As a consequence. 
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no basis of agreement was discoverable in the tense 
and tragic days, which briefly preceded the catas- 
trophe. Russia and Austria stood rigidly to their 
respective solutions. France and Germany sup- 
ported their allies faithfully. Britain, despite the 
frantic efforts of Sir Edward Grey, could invent no 
compromise. Today, at Geneva, although the crisis 
is chronic, and not acute, die situation is identical. 
As the Concert of Europe dissolved into quarrelling 
coalitions, the League of Nations has degenerated 
into irreconcilable groups of countries. And the 
t 61 e of Britain is as futile as in 1914. 

Today, statesmen of all countries go to Geneva 
to impose national views. And their publics watch 
them from afar prepared to dismiss them if they 
consent to any modification or surrender of national 
purposes. "When, however, deadlock inevitably ar- 
rives, each people first blames another nation, and 
eventually the League itself. Each believes that 
Geneva is an instrument to give international effea 
to its own national policies. But the notion of the 
League of Nations imposing an alien prescription 
upon themselves is utterly repugnant, and wholly 
intolerable for all peoples. 

In practice, therefore, the attitude of peoples 
toward the League of Nations is completely com- 
prehended in the famous nursery rhyme — 
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"Mother, may I go out to swim? 

Yes, my darling daughter. 

Hang your clothes on a hickory limb, 

But don’t go near die water.” 

The League is forbidden, under its constitution, 
to undertake the solution of any of the great prob- 
lems which are disturbing the peace of contempo- 
rary Europe, because it can act only by unanimous 
consent. Nevertheless, it is everywhere condemned 
for failing to provide the world with a viable sys- 
tem of order. And, as the danger of new conflict 
visibly expands, the prestige of the League inevita- 
bly contraas. The paradox of a world instimtion to 
prevent war, and of issues which must evenmally 
produce war, developing side by side, is necessarily 
fatal. 

What is true of the League is also true of its de- 
pendent parts, such as the World Court. They, too, 
are rigidly restricted in their fields of aaivity. 
Moreover, the advisory opinion handed down by 
the Hague Tribunal in the case of the Austro-Ger- 
man tariff union gravely impaired the standing of 
the court before the world, because it disclosed the 
judges following the notorious example of the 
Supreme Court of the United States in the Hayes- 
Tilden case and dividing in accordance with the 
partisan interests of the countries to which they be- 
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longed. France, Poland and Rumania were on one 
side, Germany on die other. 

Some Americans and many Europeans have laid 
great stress upon the absence of the United States 
from Geneva and have sought to explain the pres- 
ent failure of the League as due to this circum- 
stance. But while it is possible to dismiss with 
utmost contempt praaically aU of the arguments 
which have been urged against American member- 
ship, none of the champions of American entrance 
have proposed any concrete contribution that the 
United States could make in the present crisis at 
Geneva. 

In 19x7, the United States entered the World 
War and in the eyes of the American President that 
intervention was designed to bring the world to a 
just and enduring peace. But the single praaical 
result of American participation in the war was to 
enable one group of Continental powers to defeat 
another and to impose its terms upon the defeated 
coalition. The vanquished, in their turn, have ever 
since declined to accept these terms as definitive. 
Thus the European situation, despite a present state 
of nominal peace, is actually identical with that 
which existed when America entered the war. 

As the situation now stands, the United States, as 
a member of the League of Nations, could support 
the Stams Quo powers in their attempt to impose 
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the terms of the peace treaties, or Germany and the 
other Revision states in their endeavor to compel 
treaty modifications. But in both cases, it would 
simply be joining in a European dispute and, in 
either instance, the objective sought would involve 
the use of American force. Nor is daere discovera- 
ble any third line of action. 

It is tme that there exists on this side of the At- 
lantic the purely fantastic idea that, in some un- 
described manner, American idealism can show 
Europe the way to reform. But the Polish Corridor 
is today a European monument to American ideal- 
ism, and while many believe Wilson’s decision in 
this case was just, none will argue that it has con- 
tributed to peace. In practice, too, American par- 
ticipation in the various disarmament conferences 
has not been accompanied by concrete contribution. 
On the contrary, nothing has happened save that 
one more discordant opinion has been voiced con- 
tentiously at Geneva. 

In or out of the League, too, it is evident that the 
American people will not abandon the conviction, 
which is in the very depth of their national soul, 
that peace cannot be made by force, nor maintained 
by coercion. It is perfealy tme that this conviction 
is born of purely American experience and circum- 
stance, and that Continental European peoples with 
a difiereiu: histor^r and a distimilar geographical 
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situation have otiber views. But those Europeans 
who are eager to have America join die League 
are influenced in this desire solely by the belief that 
America at Geneva would support their respective 
national policies. Conversely, the Americans who 
urge membership have no other thought than that, 
once formally established in the League, American 
idealism would show the way to peace. 

In sum, the present failure of the League arises 
uniquely from the faa that it is an international in- 
stitution in the hands of peoples who can only think 
and aa nationally. As a consequence, each country 
seeks to employ the machinery of the League to its 
own ends. Because the treaties of the Paris Settle- 
ment are the law of Europe, and cannot be changed 
save by violence, the Status Quo powers, led by 
France, have been able to make Geneva a useful 
instrument to serve their purposes. By contrast, 
French predominance in the League has, on the one 
hand, reduced British enthusiasm for the Geneva 
organization and, on the other, evoked German 
threats to abandon it altogether. And the French, 
although their influence is patently predominant, 
are still manifestly unsatisfied Thus, in the present 
attitude of peoples, the true explanation of the fail- 
ure of the League is discoverable. 

For the dozen years of its existence. League 
champions have urged, not without reason, that the 
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very vastness of the undertaking required patience 
and sympathy for the Geneva institution. Never- 
theless, it is impossible to blink the fact that in re- 
cent years all progress has been arrested, and the 
patience of the masses tends to become exhausted. 
Since, too, in the nature of things, only moral au- 
thority is available for the League, it is manifest 
that a decline in confidence can prove fatal. And 
that decline is obviously taking place. 

The tragedy disclosed in the spectacle of democ- 
racies engaged in the deliberate sabotage of the 
single instrument of international cooperation in 
existence is, too, unmistakable. Nor is it lessened 
by the obvious fact that the League of Nations is 
the only answer Democracy has yet discovered to 
the ever-present challenge of Red internationalism. 
And, if Geneva ultimately fail, all the profit will 
be with Moscow. 


* 



chapter Twenty-four 


THE KELLOGG PACT 


The Kellogg Pact Is, beyond all else, interesting 
and important as the most perfect expression of the 
American conception of a system of world peace 
yet discovered. The Covenant of the League of Na- 
tions was a joint product of British and American 
thought. By contrast, the Kellogg Pact is pure 
United States. Nor does subsequent adoption by a 
French Foreign Minister, or later extension to in- 
clude all nations, mar its fundamental spirit. 

Of itself, the Kellogg Pact tmdertakes to do two 
things: to make war illegal, and to pledge nations 
who renounce war as an instrument of policy to set- 
tle their disputes by arbitration. In its essence, it 
amounts to precisely the same formal pledge, 
signed by nations, that in ancient days advocates of 
Temperance, as it was then called, invited drunk- 
ards to take, in renunciation of the use of alcohol. 

At the basis of this contract, too, is the ineradica- 
ble American conviction that European peoples are 
addicted to war, as individuals to the excessive use 
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of liquor. Thus, in spirit and in text, the Kellogg 
Paa is the Eighteenth Amendment of international 
law. The single, but all-important distinction be- 
tween the Prohibition programme and that of the 
Kellogg Paa lies in the faa that in the latter 
neither the power nor the means to enforce the law 
against war is provided. And as the Eighteenth 
Amendment, in praaice, is not invoked to prevent 
the use of alcohol as medicine, the Kellogg Paa, 
too, permits the resort to war in self-defense. 

In reality, two quite distina conceptions are 
fused in the Kellogg Paa, the juridical and the 
pacifistic. Lawyers celebrate the document because, 
for the first time, war is established as illegal in in- 
ternational law. Pacifists hail it because, similarly 
for the first time, war is abolished by proclamation. 
Nevertheless, lawyers are faced by the anomaly of 
a law which is unenforceable, while pacifists are 
condemned to note that preparations for conflia 
continue everywhere undiminished. 

For Americans, too, the Kellogg Paa presents a 
certain incongruity. Had it been in force in 1777, 
their Revolution would have failed. That failure, of 
course, would not have been due to any prosaip- 
tion of the right of rebellion, but to the faa that 
the intervention of France would have been ren- 
dered impossible. Precisely in the same way, the 
several struggles of the Greeks, Belgians, Italians 
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and of the Balkan peoples for independence must 
have come to nothing, because those interventions 
by other nations which crowned them with success, 
would have been prohibited. 

The Declaration of Independence and the Amer- 
ican Constimtion being what they are, however, it 
is clear that the people of the United States can 
justify the implications of the Kellogg Paa only on 
the assumption that, in the present fortunate age, 
all peoples have at last attained liberty and unity: 
or, by contrast, that some means other than war has 
been discovered, by which these blessings may be 
acquired. Otherwise the Kellogg Paa would con- 
demn peoples now in chains to suffer eternally, save 
as they, unlike the American Colonists, are able to 
free themselves unaided. 

In reality, however, no such situation exists. Lay- 
ing aside all the territorial disputes of Central Eur- 
ope, there is the case of the great Ukrainian people. 
Today this race numbering above forty millions is 
partitioned between three nations, as Poland was 
before 1919. Czecho-Slovakia, Poland and Soviet 
Russia each contain Ruthenian populations. And in 
the post-war years the Ukrainians have fought un- 
successfully, both against the Poles and the Bolshe- 
vists. Their presort hope of liberty rests uniquely 
upon the possibility of war between Russia and 
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some great power, as Italian hopes were once based 
upon an Austro-French conflict. 

The fundamental weakness of the Kellogg Paa 
arises from the attempt to make war a crime, al- 
though no people is prepared to consider as aim- 
inal the struggles by which it acquired independ- 
ence and unity, or renounce the blessings thus 
acquired. It expresses an American conviaion, 
based exclusively upon American circumstances, 
that, although war was once justifiable, it has now 
become unnecessary, since all the possible purposes 
of just war have been realized. Instinct in the 
American state of mind is the belief that civiliza- 
tion has now progressed beyond the stage of armed 
conflia. And along with this belief goes the per- 
ception of the incalculable destruction which mod- 
ern war involves. 

Nevertheless, it is instantly evident that no peo- 
ple is now prepared to abandon its hope of acquir- 
ing independence or unity either because the 
satisfied peoples unite to pronounce conflia aim- 
inal or because the evidence of the World War dis- 
closes that the consequences of modem war are 
catastrophic. The Kellogg Paa reposes upon the 
assumption that the danger of war arises uniquely 
from the evil passions of peoples and their simi- 
larly immoral ambitions. But the slightest examina- 
tion of the realities of the European situation 
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discloses that, in the main, the graver perils arise 
from the pursuit by peoples of irreconcilable as- 
pirations for national unity and security indistin- 
guishable from those of the American and British 
nations which have, to be sure, been fulfilled. 

The Kellogg Paa would, therefore, be a perfea 
instrument, when applied to a world actually at 
peace and, for example, to the relations between the 
United States and Canada. But it can have no prac- 
tical application to Continental relations as illus- 
trated by Polish-German circumstances. And, for 
the United States and Canada, its value would be 
slight, because the danger of war is wholly 
non-existent. 

Accepted literally, the Kellogg Pact would de- 
stroy the last remaining hope of the German, Hun- 
garian and Bulgarian peoples to recover their 
national unity. It would condemn the Ukrainian 
race to perpemal servitude. In the hands of the 
Holy Alliance after 1815, it would have been an 
instrument of oppression of incalculable value. 
But, of course, none of the partitioned peoples of 
present-day Europe will renounce its hopes of na- 
tional resurrection, and therefore, while all signed, 
the effect was precisely nil. Everything proceeded 
exaaly as before. And, although the Paa was exe- 
cuted in 1929, the European situation has continued 
to worsen ever since. 
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Most significant of all, too, was the fact that the 
ink was barely dried upon the parchment, when 
there came from Paris the proposal that the Kellogg 
Pact should be provided with teeth. And of course 
Europe is always striving to amend the dentistry of 
American idealistic programmes. At the Paris Con- 
ference, it was the matter of providing a general 
staff for the League of Nations. At Geneva, it was 
the question of the Protocol. At the London Naval 
Conference, it was the case of a consultative paa to 
precede the limitation of armaments. 

If the Kellogg Paa were, in faa, more than a 
pious resolution, no teeth would be required. Once, 
however, it were furnished, even with the false 
teah of a consultative paa, as is frequently urged, 
it would become a new weapon in the armory of 
the Status Quo powers, and in the eyes of the Re- 
vision nations, would appear a fresh instrument of 
oppression. It would, in effea, not only make aim- 
inals of all peoples who sought to attain liberty and 
unity by the sole means available, but also provide 
means for punishing diem. 

The Kellogg Paa does bar the way to the only 
kind of war of which the American people can, 
thonselves, conceive, namely a war of aggression 
deliberately provoked to promote national aggran- 
disonent. But it just as clearly closes the door to 
wars waged for objectives which every people, be* 
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ginning with the American, have held — ^and con- 
tinue to hold — ^noble and above reproach. And it 
is precisely at this point that the great mass of 
American propaganda for peace, and the vast bulk 
of the activities of American peace societies, break 
down. They undertake to exorcise a devil, which 
does not exist, and ignore a danger, which is real. 

No error of all of those common to American 
appraisals of European conditions is so complete 
as that which, on the basis of American circum- 
stances, mistakes the European stams quo for a 
state of actual peace, and assumes the acceptance of 
the existing simation by all right-minded and intel- 
ligent men and women of every Continental coun- 
try as the point of departure for the attempt to 
abolish war. In effea, this amounts to an attempt to 
instruct Europeans in the way to preserve a state of 
peace enjoyed only by Americans and Britons. 

To this colossal misapprehension, too, was due 
that astounding post-war phenomenon, when the 
peoples of a continent whose richest cities were in 
ruins, whose fairest provinces had been laid waste, 
whose homes, almost without exception, were in 
mourning, were condemned to submit to endless 
exhortations designed to convince them that war 
was a curse and peace a blessing. All of these ex- 
hortations, too, not only came from a people dwell- 
ing on the safe side of the Atlantic, but were also 
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based upon the preposterous assumption that im- 
munity from misery, due exclusively to .geographi- 
cal circumstances, was the direct consequence of a 
finer morality and of a higher intelligence. 

In point of fact, however, all citizens of any one 
of the belligerent coimtries knew, from direct ex- 
perience, immeasurably more about the horrors of 
war than any resident of the United States who 
remained at home during the great struggle. And at 
least there is mdimentary intelligence enough 
amongst all European peoples to perceive that the 
rewards of peace are more attractive than the penal- 
ties of strife. By contrast, what portion of the far 
famed American passion for peace would survive 
life-sentence to the conditions of German, Hun- 
garian, or Bulgarian minorities in the Corridor, on 
the Island of Schutt, or in Macedonia? Or a return 
to the circumstances from which the Pole, the 
Czech and the Southern Slav have recently escaped? 

Between the savages who, ignorant of sanitation 
and science, see in disease the visible manifestation 
of the presence of malevolent spirits, and those 
Americans who, ignorant of the primary facts of 
the European Continent, explain the dangers of 
European conflia by an hagiology all their own, 
peopled by the horrendous demons of militarism, 
imperialism and diauvimsm, the analogy is com- 
plete. And, in fart, although the great mass of the 
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American people, have long ago abandoned incanta- 
tion as a method of curing disease, a majority are 
still convinced of its efficacy in preventing war. 

As a consequence, all American prescriptions for 
peace, the Covenant, of the League, the Kellogg 
Pact, the Washington proposals for disarmament, 
since they proceed from the same fundamental mis- 
interpretation of European facts, axe precisely as 
appropriate to Continental problems as furs gener- 
ously offered to Equatorial tribes. And Continental 
peoples, for their part, invariably follow the illumi- 
nating example of the Cuban natives who, having 
received from Lord Timothy Dexter of Newbury- 
port, a consignment of warming pans, knocked off 
the covers and used them to dip molasses. In the 
same manner, the French would furnish the Kel- 
logg Paa with teeth and use it to perpetuate the 
Treaty of Versailles. 



Chapter Twenty-five 


DISARMAMENT 


No PROBLEM of the post-war world has been at- 
tacked more frequently or with less success than 
that of disarmament. Uniform failure has not, how- 
ever, been due, as is so generally believed, to any 
lack of perception on the part of peoples of the 
waste and danger of military establishments main- 
tained on the scale of Continental Europe. On the 
contrary, the burdens upon the taxpayer, the sacri- 
fice demanded of the youth of countries which em- 
ploy the conscript system, the inevitable implica- 
tions of tile vast armies themselves, these circum- 
stances have everywhere been perceived with equal 
clarity. 

Failure of all efforts to bring about an inter- 
national adjustment of the problem of armaments 
has been due primarily to the fact, little perceived 
in Anglo-Saxon countries, that armaments are but 
a subordinate detail in the far larger question of 
peace. In reality, armies and navies alike are only 
the means by which national policies are carried 
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out. Thus, all reduaion of military and naval forces 
waits upon a prior adjustment of the policies of 
nations. And since, up to the present time, the 
policies of Continental peoples remain irreconcil- 
able, disarmament conferences have led promptly 
and fatally to a collision of these policies. 

British and American publics have wholly failed 
to perceive the political implications. For them, the 
way to disarm is to disarm. The invariable practice 
of European nations of complicating the question 
of the size of armies and the number of ships by 
raising all sorts of issues .concerning the peace 
treaties and the territorial issues, has been at once 
inexplicable and intolerable to peoples who con- 
tinue to view the question of disarmament as a 
simple matter of economics and of ethics. 

Anglo-Saxon conceptions are, however, a curious 
mixture of hypocrisy and blindness. The hypocrisy 
is disclosed in the fact that for themselves botih 
Great Britain and the United States claim complete 
and overwhelming naval supremacy in those waters 
whidh are vital to them. No Continental state 
possesses, through its army, any such measure of 
security as belongs to Britain or to the United States 
as a consequence of its naval establishment. And, 
although both nations discuss disarmament, neither 
has any intention of modifying, in the smallest de- 
gree, the relative superiority which it maintains. 
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The blindness arises from the fact that, since 
there is no collision between the policies of the 
British and American peoples, no political adjust- 
ment has been necessary in advance of the naval 
agreements. On the other hand, both peoples con- 
veniently ignore the fact that, before the agree- 
ments of the Washington Conference were made 
with Japan, a long and difficult political negotia- 
tion was necessary. And the end of this negotiation 
was the consent on the part of America and England 
alike, to refrain from further fortification of a vast 
area, which extends from the Aleutian Islands to 
the Dutch East Indies, and includes the Philippines 
and Guam. 

In a word, before any adjustment of naval 
strength between the Anglo-Saxon powers and the 
Japanese was possible, Japanese prescriptions as to 
security had to be met completely. When these were 
met, the three great naval powers could adjust their 
respective naval establishments. The terms of the 
adjustment, too, allotted absolute supremacy to each 
in its domestic waters and precluded any possibility 
of a successful offensive by any in the vital are^ 
of either of the others. At bottom, this adjustment 
was only possible, however, because the policies of 
the three countries were not opposed. 

So far, the limit of success of all armament regu- 
lation since (he war has been this Anglo-American- 
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Japanese compaa originally framed in Washington 
in 1922 and conditionally extended at London in 
1930. Failure to extend this agreement definitively 
had its origin in the dispute between France and 
Italy over the question of parity. France, as the 
second colonial power of the world, with a vast 
empire in Africa, and a considerable estate in Asia, 
has demanded for herself the rank of a first class 
naval power. 

Her naval establishment, too, is based upon a 
national policy, which aims at maintaining her lines 
of communication with her Mediterranean colonies 
of Algeria, Tunis and Morocco, menaced by the 
Italian fleet, and her Channel and Atlantic lanes, 
vulnerable to attack by the small but highly efficient 
German navy. The obvious possibility of an even- 
tual Italo-German alliance, therefore, diaates to 
France the necessity of a two-power standard. 

Italy, for her part, since it is a matter of life or 
death for her to keep open the waterways by which 
food and raw materials reach her peninsula, and, in 
addition, since her population is superior to that of 
Continental France, demands parity with her neigh- 
bor beyond the Alps. Unmistakable questions of 
prestige and jealousy enter into the Franco-Italian 
question, but, at bottom, French demand for a two- 
power standard in the face of Italy and Germany 
is on all fours with the British two-power standard 



DISARMAMENT 


289 

poliqr which amounts to a tradition, while the 
Italian demand for parity with France parallels the 
American insistence upon equality with Britain. 

Neither the French nor the Italians in their calcu- 
lations are concerned with British, American, or 
Japanese naval establishments. No political ques- 
tions exist, and for them, for all praaical purposes, 
the navies of these powers function on different 
planes. On the other hand, the British are im- 
mediately concerned with French and Italian sea 
strength, because the most important lane of British 
imperial communications passes through the Medi- 
terranean. Britain, therefore, insists upon a fleet 
equal to the combined strength of France and Italy. 

The United States, uninterested in Franco- 
Italian fleets, but resolved upon parity with Britain, 
finds itself faced with the faa that the size of its 
own navy must be based upon the combined 
strength of the French and Italian. Thus it becomes 
a matter of concern for Washington to persuade the 
Latin powers to keep their fleets at a low tonnage. 
Only in this way can any limit be put upon 
American naval expenditure. At this point, then, 
the United States becomes involved in a European 
political problem. 

The Italians are quite ready, on the basis of 
parity with France, to set their tonnage low, because 
theirs is a poor country. And, in reality, their only 
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chance of attaining parity with France, save in 
battleships, which was agreed upon at Washington 
but never accomplished in faa, lies in joining the 
Anglo-Saxon states in exerting pressure upon 
France. For France has the money to maintain a 
fleet which Italy cannot rival. 

On the other hand, the French, financially quite 
able to maintain a two-power standard, are only 
willing to abandon this course, if the danger, 
against which it is construaed, is exorcised. And 
the sole means of exorcising it is through some form 
of Mediterranean Locarno, whidi would insure to 
the French the support of the Anglo-Saxon fleets, 
provided, after they had conceded Italian parity to 
satisfy American desires for cheap equality widi 
Britain, they were assailed by a German-Italian 
coalition. 

It was at this point that the London Naval Con- 
ference broke down, because the Hoover Adminis- 
tration, exaaly informed as to the temper of Con- 
gress, was unwilling to approve of any form of 
political agreement, even a consultative pact. Thus 
Anglo- American-Japanese adjustments made at 
London were conditional. Britain reserved the right 
to exceed the Three Power Treaty limits, if such 
action were necessary in order to maintain the two- 
power standard in the face of the two Latin coun- 
tries. Washington and London thereafter en- 
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deavored to bring about an agreement between 
Paris and Rome, but long failed with the result rhar 
the naval undertakings of London had a purely 
provisional charaaer. 

It is manifest, however, that no solution of the 
naval question is even conceivable until the polit- 
ical questions are disposed of. France will not 
subordinate her security, menaced by the aims of 
two nations, pursuing policies frankly contrary to 
her own, to any Anglo-Saxon programme. Thus, 
adjustment waits upon a removal of the political 
differences between France and Italy, on the one 
hand, and France and Germany, on the other, or 
upon an acceptance by the Anglo-Saxon nations of 
the French demand for some form of guarantee. 

The question of the reduction or limitation of 
land armaments is much more complicated, but 
similarly turns upon political consideration. Here, 
too, the break between Anglo-Saxon and Continen- 
tal conceptions is complete. Neither the British nor. 
the American army is considerable or above the 
irreducible minimum consonant with national 
needs. Nor in American or British eyes is the army 
the vital element in national defense. By contrast, 
Continental armies are not only large, but consti- 
tute the chief factor in assuring the security of the 
nations which maintain them. Only Germany, and 
the other states which were defeated in the World 
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War are rigidly limited by treaty to forces which 
bear no relation to national conceptions of security. 

The French army, like the navy, is based upon 
possible combination of Germany and Italy. It 
must, therefore, be strong enough to defend the 
frontiers of the Rhine and the Alps and, in addi- 
tion, to protect the various colonies. In her calcula- 
tions, France can and does take into consideration 
the aid that would come from her Czech and Polish 
allies in the face of Germany and from her Yugo- 
slav ally in the case of Italy. But Poland is, in turn, 
faced by a Russian danger, Czecho-Slovakia by a 
Hungarian, and Yugo-Slavia by a Bulgarian. 

All this vast and intricate system of armaments is 
founded upon very precise mathematical calcula- 
tions. The technical estimates of the probable 
dangers are expressed in terms of divisions, guns, 
air squadrons and tanks. The general staff plans of 
all the armed countries are based upon the existing 
strength, and the plans of operation to be employed 
after mobilization and concentration are similarly 
prepared. Thus, mere rough and ready reduaion 
would upset the whole mechanism. And it is worth, 
recalling again that the blunder of Moltke in send- 
ing two army corps to East Prussia after the Battle 
of the Frontiers led directly to the fatal defeat of 
the Marne. 

Accordingly, when the Anglo-Saxon powers ap- 
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proach France and her allies, asking for a reduction 
of land ar m a m ents, they are confronted at once by 
very praaical questions. Further reduction of the 
armies of Germany, Austria and Hungary is out 
of the question, since they were fixed by die treaties 
at a level which left them barely adequate for do- 
mestic police. Reduction of the armies of France 
and her allies would therefore automatically dimin- 
ish their proteaion in the face of dangers which 
would not be proportionately scaled down. 

France and her allies say quite simply that reduc- 
tion of their land armaments is out of the question 
save as such reduaion is balanced by some new and 
equal guarantee of security. That guarantee they 
all see in the agreement of the Anglo-Saxon powers 
to support them against any unprovoked attack. 
And, since they, themselves, contemplate no attack, 
and are wholly satisfied with their present territor- 
ial circumstances, they are quite willing tiiat the 
Anglo-Saxon contraa should take the Locarno form 
of a guarantee of all Continental states against any 
wanton aggression. 

None of the Status Quo powers of the Continent, 
all of whom are under challenge, wiU, however, 
agree to any reduction in its present military 
strength, while the challenge remains, and the 
Anglo-Saxon powers on their part refuse such 
guarantees. T^ is the rock upon which all dis- 
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armament programmes have split during the post- 
war years. And, of course, it is a political rock. 
What the situation comes down to, is that disarma- 
ment or any considerable reduction of armaments 
in Europe is out of the question xmtil the great 
issues which divide Continental peoples, namely, 
the questions of the Paris Settlement, are adjusted. 

The German attitude, in the matter of disarma- 
ment, is at once simple and disingenuous. The 
Germans were disarmed by the peace treaties. Their 
claim is that the terms of this disarmament involved 
a similar reduaion in the forces of their conquerors. 
But since their armies cannot now be scaled down, 
every reduction in the armies of the Status Quo 
peoples proportionately reduces the force behind 
the peace treaties, which all the defeated peoples of 
the war are resolved to have revised. 

Not only would reduaion of the armies of the 
Status Quo powers thus advantage Germany, but it 
could, also, make war more likely, since it would 
diminish the odds between two groups of peoples 
who are hopelessly divided over the territorial is- 
sues. This is the basis of the contention of ail Status 
Quo peoples, that reduction of armaments, in ad- 
vance of political agreement, would mean not 
peace, but conflia. The Germans, however, with 
patent justice, demand equality in security, pointing 
out that it is inequitable that a great nation should 
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remain measurably defenseless in the midst of an 
armed Europe, its military establishment legally 
restriaed to numbers inferior to those of many rela- 
tively minor states. 

In effect, however, disarmament, which in pres- 
ent circumstances can only mean reduction of 
armies, would admirably serve the German policy 
of treaty revision and fatally compromise that of 
France and her allies, who see their unity and se- 
curity conditioned upon the maintenance of the 
territorial and military clauses of the peace treaties. 
And their interest in keeping the defeated states 
disarmed arises directly from the territorial issues. 

The Italian course is perhaps even less compre- 
hended in America than the German. Italy is 
frankly the most militaristic and intransigeant na- 
tion in Europe. And her present purposes and 
policies are directed squarely against France. But 
she is financially incapable of matching ships or 
divisions with her richer neighbor. The French 
system of hegemony, which is intolerable to all 
Italians, rests upon military supremacy. Reduaion 
of the French army, or inaease of the German, 
would therefore compromise the whole French sys- 
tem. Thus Italy, which is concentrating her atten- 
tion to a striking extent upon the organization and 
expansion of her own military and naval forces, 
publicly urges treaty revision, naval holidays and 
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army reduaions, because all would disproportion- 
ately diminish French power. 

Both Germany and Italy are, therefore, quite 
legitimately, to be sure, taking advantage of the 
concern of die Anglo-Saxon powers for disarma- 
ment to carry on their purely Nationalistic policies. 
France and her allies, on the contrary, perfealy 
awake to the political implications, meet the Anglo- 
Saxon powers with their demand for guarantees. 
The British and American people, however, ignore 
the political implications of both German and Ital- 
ian policies and are angered by French insistence 
upon a guarantee. 

But, although Anglo-Saxon criticism of France 
delights and encourages the Italians and die Ger- 
mans, since it serves their political ends, it accom- 
plishes nothing. In fact, it makes progress even 
more difficult, because it awakens both resentment 
and apprehension in France. And the power of 
France in the premises is absolute. She has the men, 
the money and all the legal rights, which the 
treaties give her. And back of her is a system of 
alliances, which insures her not only military 
hegemony, but diplomatic predominance alike at 
Geneva, and in any continental conference. This 
position, unexcelled since the great days of the 
First Empire, is impregnable to attack. France can- 
not be coerced. 
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Nor, apparently in the present circ umstanc es ran 
she be persuaded, because all of her contentions 
rest upon irrefutable premises. As long as Germany 
and her associates of the war refuse to accept the 
peace treaties, French security remains under chal- 
lenge and the very existence of her allies in danger. 
Reduction of her own military strength, together 
with that of her allies, unaccompanied by a political 
settlement or by Anglo-Saxon guarantees, would 
compromise her situation. 

From her position, France has never budged 
since the Paris Conference when Clemenceau de- 
manded and obtained a Treaty of Guarantee, later 
rejeaed by the United States Senate. The state of 
mind which Wilson encountered at Paris, Hughes 
met at Washington, Gibson at Geneva and Stimson 
at London. Hoover encountered the same resolution 
when he sought to save Germany by his moratorium 
proposal, without asking the view of Paris. All 
American "advenmres in peace” have come to 
nothing, because ail were conceived without regard 
to the political issues, which underly the whole 
European problem. 

So far, however, every American Administration, 
from Wilson to Hoover, has steadfastly refused to 
acknowledge the political aspects of the problem of 
peace. And the reason, of course, has lain in the 
fact that the disaster which overtook Wilson, be- 
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cause he did, remains a frightening example for all 
of his successors. They have, therefore, uniformly 
attempted to limit the discussion to the problem 
most important for the United States, namely dis- 
armament, as if peace were a matter which pri- 
marily had to do with ships and guns, categories 
and ratios. 

Regularly, before each new international meet- 
ing, the American press has been crowded with 
endless official and semi-official statements coming 
from Washington, and inspired by the White 
House and the State Department, emphasizing the 
economic and ethical aspects of limitation and re- 
duaion of armaments. The size of armies, the cost 
of them, the burdens imposed by the last war, the 
horrors of modern conflia, all have been discussed 
endlessly and regularly, with the evident conviction 
that popular sentiment thus aroused in the United 
States, must have an irresistible momentum when it 
is conveyed to Europe. 

Those visitors from the other side of the Atlantic 
who attended the Washington Conference in 
1921-22, similarly voiced their utter amazement at 
the sudden explosion of religious emotion which 
attended the opening of that gathering. Prayers 
were sounded from the pulpits of the nation, moral 
agitation and public exhortation were universal. 
All these circumstances were frankly inexplicable 
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to the Europeans, who came to a political confer- 
ence well aware in advance that any progress must 
be conditioned on political bargains arrived at by 
barter and sale. 

The delegation which represented the United 
States at the London Naval Conference took ship 
amidst the same kind of hysterical demonstration, 
similarly direaed from Washington. But the mo- 
ment that Secretary Stimson and his associates set 
foot upon British soil, they encountered Tardieu 
and Grandi, each commissioned by his nation to 
advocate and defend theses which were purely 
political. And since Stimson and Morrow were, by 
virtue of their implied instmctions, prohibited 
from talking politics, the moral issues languished 
and the conference failed. 

Washington, Geneva, London, all our disarma- 
ment conferences have failed for the same reason 
and in precisely the same manner. All have opened 
with the same American explosion of moral en- 
thusiasm; all have ended with the same political 
deadlocks. Their progress could be mapped in ad- 
vance like the fever diart of a known disease. The 
American people have passed through a prelimi- 
nary stage of enormous exaltation, followed by a 
period of growing bewilderment and ended in a 
state of virtuous indignation at European peoples 
and their policies. 
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As a consequence, each international conference 
increases the suspicion and distrust felt on this side 
of the Atlantic for all European countries, and 
makes more difficult any form of cooperation and 
there can be no more ironic comment than that dis- 
closed in the faa that international gatherings to 
promote peace invariably end in the accentuation 
of old prejudices and the stimulation of fresh mis- 
conceptions. 

Nor is it possible to see an end to this situation 
until an American Administration is prepared to 
face the simple and unmistakable faa that dis- 
armament is in Europe a political question; that 
progress toward limitation of armies must wait 
upon and keep pace with the adjustment of the 
great political questions, whidh now divide Euro- 
pean peoples; and, finally, that no useful American 
contribution can be made to the adjustment of these 
differences, while the United States by deliberate 
resolution remains outside of all European politi- 
cal discussions. 

Sound arguments can obviously be advanced for 
American refusal to enter the field of European 
politics, either to guarantee a status quo or to com- 
pel treaty revision, but it is hard to find justification 
for perpetual peregrinations to Europe of American 
missions upon evangelical tours, destitute of all 
authority to consider the only subjeas whidh r^n 
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possibly be discussed at any Continental meeting. 
And no one who has ever seen an American dele- 
gation actually at work in a European disarmamprn- 
conference can fail to identify in its operations the 
familiar advenmres of Alice in Wonderland. 

In the matter of disarmament in Europe, the 
United States is in a position to contribute nothing. 
Our army and navy are not faaors in European 
calculations. Reductions on our part, therefore, can- 
not promote similar reductions abroad, because we 
are nowhere reckoned a potential enemy and all 
European armaments are maintained against some 
specific danger. Reduction of our forces is a task for 
Congress not for international conference, and such 
reduction is the limit of our service to world dis- 
armament. Cancellation of war debts cannot count 
because no nation will sacrifice security to debt pay- 
ment and no European country expeas to pay the 
war debts in any event. We are therefore, always 
out of the picture, despite the apparently invincible 
conviaion on this side of the Atlantic that the mere 
presence of an American delegation at a League 
Disarmament Conference actually constitutes a con- 
tribution of formidable proportions. 



chapter Twenty-six 


REPARATIONS AND WAR DEBTS 


While, in public discussion, revision of the terri- 
torial decisions of the Paris Treaties has occupied 
much attention, in practice, all efforts at revision 
have actually been limited to the reparations 
clauses. Such restriaion, too, has been inevitable, 
because, without the consent of the nations directly 
concerned, no amendment of the territorial circum- 
stances of any of the treaties is possible. And, quite 
naturally, no country has been prepared to consent 
to surrender its, own territory. Nor has France been 
willing to agree to any modification of the military 
clauses of the Treaty of Versailles to permit an in- 
crease of the German army. 

Even in the case of the reparations clauses of the 
Treaty of Versailles, progress has been hampered 
by the uncompromising purposes of two peoples. 
The Germans have been resolved not to pay repa- 
rations at all. The Americans have been determined 
not to cancel war debts. As a consequence of Amer- 
ican policy, the French have insisted upon getting 
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from the Germans what they have to pay the 
United States and Britain, and in addition, the costs 
of reconstruaing their devastated area. Great Brit- 
ain has similarly collected from Germany a quarter 
of the total payments of the Reich and from her 
own debtors the balance required to make up her 
American payments. 

Reparations history since 1920 falls into three 
phases. In the first, the Germans undertook a cam- 
paign of indiscriminate sabotage. They resisted all 
treaty requirements whenever possible. They 
evaded the military clauses as they escaped the 
financial. The French replied with systematic coer- 
cion, which culminated after three years and a half 
in the occupation of the Ruhr. Meantime, the An- 
glo-Saxons, while endeavoring to restrain French 
coercion, made no official move to save a Germany 
in revolt. Germany was therefore beaten and forced 
to surrender. But neither during the battle, nor as 
a consequence of their victory, did the French col- 
lect money. On the contrary, the results of the Ruhr 
established the fact that although they could smash 
Germany at will, they could not profit by as much 
as a franc by the operation. The Ruhr, therefore, 
ended the military phase of the reparations 
struggle. 

The second phase of the , struggle opened with 
the intervention of the Anglo-Saxons and the effort 
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to translate the issue from politics to finance. The 
Dawes Plan was fashioned. German finance, whidi 
had collapsed in the great inflation crisis, was re- 
stored. The mark was stabilized by British, Ameri- 
can and French loans. German payments were re- 
duced and regulated, at least provisionally. Mean- 
time, the British had endeavored summarily to end 
the problem by the programme of the Balfour 
Note. Reparations and war debts were bodi to be 
abolished. 

This was an admirable short cut. The remedy of 
the Balfour Note once applied, all the enormous 
and incalculable economic and financial disturb- 
ances of reparations would be abolished. And the 
political evils would similarly be exorcised. It had 
precisely one fault. It placed almost the entire cost 
upon the shoulders of the American people. They 
were ,to abandon debts, the Allies were to scrap 
reparations, but the American taxpayer down at 
fhe end of die line was to liquidate diis transaction. 

And the American taxpayer instantly, vocifer- 
ously, passionately rejeaed the honor. As a conse- 
quence, die British were obliged to send Stanley 
Baldwin to Washington and make a delw setde- 
ment. They were permanentiy out of aaion,,so far 
as the question of abolishing reparations was con- 
cerned. Hencefordi they could only continue to 
repeat their proposal. "Abolish reparations, cancel 



REPARATIONS AND WAR DEBTS 305 

debts, let America pay!” That was the British the- 
sis. It was pretty cold blooded, it was essentially 
selfish, but it had one merit. It could restore the 
business of the world and in that business America 
might eventually gain more than she could ever get 
out of the attempt to collea war debts. 

But there was a French aspect to this Balfour 
Note. The French were seeking to collea not only 
what they had to pay the Anglo-Saxons, but also 
what it had cost them to repair their ruins. The 
British proposal would have wiped all this latter 
account out of existence, too. It would have made 
France, as well as the United States, pay for the 
viaory. Only the Germans and the British would 
get off scot-free. Also, there was the political phase. 
Germany was not merely in revolt against repara- 
tions, she was asking for revision of territorial 
clauses, as well as . financial. And in these clauses of 
the Treaty of Versailles, French security resided. 
Thus on the subjea of the Balfour Note the French 
and Americans were on one side and the Germans 
and the British on the other. 

In the second phase, the politicians having grown 
weary of failure, the financiers took the problem of 
reparations from their limp hands. Having made 
the Dawes Plan, they now translated the issue itom. 
the realm of low politics to that of high finance 
and from parliaments to the mmey markets, The 
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whole world emitted a sigh of relief. The truce of 
Locarno was made. European reconstruaion 
seemed at last to have begun. But, in faa, what had 
begun was the merry-go-round of reparations and 
debts, the most preposterous episode in modern 
history. 

For the basic facts had not changed. The Ger- 
mans were still resolved not to pay, the Americans 
not to cancel. The Germans could, however, bor- 
row, and the Americans were able and willing to 
lend. Thus, beginning with 1924, a vast stream of 
American money flowed into the Reich. There was 
no apparent end to the flood. And the Germans, 
welcoming it with both hands, employed it in two 
ways. First, they paid their current reparations 
charges out of it. Secondly, they sunk the remainder 
in flxed improvements, in reorganizing and ration- 
alizing their industry, in constructing vast swim- 
ming pools, public parks, housing centres for the 
masses. And they .used it all up. 

Meantime, the Allies, in receipt of reparations, 
promptly transferred the German paymaits to the 
United States to meet their war debts. Only the 
French were able to keep a portion and, with char- 
aaeristic thrift, they took their payments largely in 
kind, in coal, in chemicals. They put German in- 
dustry to work harnessing French rivers, equipping 
French harbors, developing French colonies. All 
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these payments in kind were accepted in forms 
which did not damage normal French production. 
German industry was now playing Santa Claus to 
France. 

The American situation was anomalous and the 
British measurably the same. The American in- 
vestor was buying German securities. He was lend- 
ing money to , Germany, Germany was paying it to 
the Allies, who turned it back to the American Gov- 
ernment. Thus what was actually taking place was 
that the American investor was paying the Allied 
debts to his own goveriunent. And everybody was 
satisfied, because in reality no one was, as yet, pay- 
ing anything, and still reparations and debts were 
both being paid. The Balfour Note had been re- 
jeaed with indignation by the American people, 
but they were actually accomplishing voluntarily all 
that the Balfour Note undertook to bring about. 

This process could have gone on indefinitely, all 
that was necessary was that the American investor 
should continue to do his part. But in 1929 he 
stopped. Suddenly and completely he ceased to buy 
German securities. But when he stopped that was 
the end of the financial solution of reparations as 
the occupation of the Ruhr had been of the politi- 
cal. The classic get-rich-quick operation had 
reached its classic ending. Germany had now to pay 
something outright. And she refused, alleging that 
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it was out of the question. Finance, still unwilling 
to admit failure, had made the Young Plan, but 
that had merely nominally reduced German pay- 
ments, it could not abolish them, it could not even 
adjust them to any proper estimate of German 
capacity. It had still ^to regulate them by American 
debt payments, plus French reconstruaion charges. 

And so the Young Plan collapsed concomitantly 
with the arrival of the great worldwide depression: 
concomitantly, not as a consequence of it, because 
the Germans had never seriously attempted to pay. 
They had never meant to pay. But; as the Yotmg 
Plan collapsed, a wholly new situation was dis- 
closed. The United States and Great Britain were 
now very large holders of German loans and se- 
curities. They had adventured nearly $4,000,000,- 
000 in the Reich. Finance had believed in its own 
remedies, it had convinced itself that the repara- 
tions issue had been settled. 

Germany’s situation was not less extraordinary. 
She had made the Anglo-Saxon .powers partners in 
her business and her business was threatened with 
bankruptcy. She had sunk her vast borrowings in 
fixed improvements or her nationals had trans- 
ferred them beyond her frontiers, where they were 
unavailable. She might be able to pay the , interest 
on these loans, she patently could not, under exist- 
ing conditions, whidi were in no small part of her 
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own making, pay both reparations and intere^. But 
reparations were a legal obligation and the French 
sheriff was always to be reckoned with. 

It was, then, for the American and British part- 
ners in German enterprise to deal with the French 
sheriff, otherwise bankruptcy would come and these 
parmers would lose much, if not all of their in- 
vestments. The German’s siraation was perfect. He 
had only to wait, to warn his friends in London and 
New York of the faas, of what were now the facts. 
As for London and New York, they mtist play up. 
They could do nothing else. 

The financial world was now faced with an in- 
ternational crisis. If Germany beqime bankrupt in 
the face pf tfie existing 4®P^®ssion, the disa^er 
might go beyond jCaiculable limits. 'Tte single way 
of escape was to prevent batdcruptcy. .^d so, ,one 
day, while the masses in all countties were still c^- 
Hvious to the faas of the situation, the, Preside of 
the United States issued his Moratorium proposal. 
This opened the third and last phase of the cam- 
paign over debts and reparations and it wa? ^ 
sjage.of liquidation. 

35 oaver proposed that debt payinents apd^ep^- 
tiop,payments should come to a standstill fpr 
%ar©d the necessity to pay ^450,000,000 oat .of 
o)jm pocket, shored up by ^rqs^ loafls, 
fi^pe smght jtBt ysreadier the^^^qrm. It 



CAN EUROPE KEEP THE PEACE? 


310 

pie, straightforward, statesmanlike proposal. There 
was nothing generous or idealistic in it. It was only 
a sound business procedure applied internationally. 
Like the Balfour Note, it had just one defect. It 
did not give any special consideration for the $100,- 
000,000 Germany was paying France in addition 
to the sums France was paying her British and 
American debtors. There were, to be sure, involved 
intricacies, which for one year would enable France 
to escape serious loss. Therefore, if France, like the 
rest of the world, were primarily interested in sav- 
ing Germany from bankruptcy, it was not, on the 
whole, an unfair proposal. 

The Germans had expected the Hoover gesture, 
not exaaly perhaps, but something of the sort, be- 
cause at the basis of all their calculations lay the 
conviction that once the Anglo-Saxons were deeply 
involved in Germany’s fortunes, they could not af- 
ford to let Germany sink. Now all had happened as 
they had expected. Hoover had spoken, their long 
battle was approaching triumphant conclusion be- 
cause, they, like all other sane human beings, real- 
ized that once reparations payments were ter- 
minated, they would never begin again. No 
German Government would dare undertake to re- 
impose the burden — ^and this time a real burden — 
upon the German people. All the Anglo-Saxons’ in- 
terest would be engaged in avoiding a domestic 
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revolution in Germany, which might follow the 
mere attempt. Accordingly in June, 1931 the Ger- 
mans waited, affording the incredible speaacle of 
a people on the edge of bankruptcy, and 
triumphant. 

They had long to wait, however. What had hap- 
pened amounted in eifea to a deliberate undertak- 
ing on the part of the Germans to commit suicide. 
That was the ejffect of their unlimited borrowing 
without possibility of repayment, after they had 
dispersed the proceeds of these loans uneconom- 
ically. They had embarked upon financial suicide, 
in the firm conviaion that at the fatal moment they 
would be restrained. They had turned on the gas, 
convinced that the neighbors would scent it and 
rush to the rescue. And the neighbors did scent it. 
They did rush to the rescue, but the door was 
locked, they could not get in. The suicide therefore 
started to W:ome real. The German people began 
actually to suffocate. 

And, of course, France was responsible. The suc- 
cess or failure of the Hoover Moratorium always 
depended upon the accuracy of the assumption that 
France was equally interested with everybody else, 
in preventing the ^rman bankruptcy. But that was 
not the case. On the contrary, the French were pri- 
marily interested in preserving the whole structure 
of the Treaty of Versailles against a German attack 



312 CAN EUROPE KEEP IHE PEACE? 

which was designed to destroy it in every derail. 
They saw what Germany had done. They recog- 
nized that it was in effea suicide. But they were also 
convinced that Germany had never meant to die, 
that she had counted upon the rescue, which the 
Hoover Moratorium had undertaken. In the crisis 
th<^ were calm, unbelievably cool behind the ex- 
cited outbursts of their press. They were willing 
that Germany should be saved, but not at their ex- 
pense, not at the sacrifice of their political or finan- 
cial rights, but the political always came first. 

So France met the Hoover Moratorium, not by a 
surrender, but by a prolonged negotiation, which 
disclosed the fact that Anglo-Saxon coercion was 
not going to bring French submission. Bruening’s 
excursion to Paris and London confirmed the im- 
pression. Paris stood firm. And, as a consequence, 
the suicide was real, after all. Germany did become 
bankmpt. And the costs of her bankruptcy, ironi- 
cally enough, had to be borne by her friends* not 
b]^ hSf idreini^. Gemiatty had made the British and 
AmeriGan investors parmers in her national estab- 
lishmetit Up to the limit of their willingness to buy 
German securities, but instead of saving her from 
the consiliences of her actions, they now diared ih 
th^ effeScts of h6r disaster. 

And, at that, (^rmany might have woth In fad: 
she caSHe as liear to winiung as in the World War 
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itself. Again she made just one fatal miscalculation. 
She was so sure of the Anglo-Saxon power to con- 
trol France that she totally disregarded the French, 
just as she had dismissed the Americans, when she 
embarked upon her submarine campaign during the 
World War. And, dismissing the French as negli- 
gible, she had^fScourse to the Anschluss manoeuvre, 
to satisfy theigrowing tumult of the National So- 
cialists at home. 

But for that the French might have yielded. They 
might have been stampeded by the Hoover Mora-, 
torium or persuaded at the London Conference. 
They had the law on their side but thdr isolation 
was far from comfortable. By one swift, devastating 
manoeuvre, however, the statesm^ of the Reich 
had revived in France the mood of Verdua At die 
decisive moment the Frendi people were united in 
the spirit of "They shall not pass." The Austrot 
German proposal had touched French safety, it had 
challenged the whole French system of security and 
influence in Europe. As a consequence, at Paris and 
London, while the Americans and Britons talked 
finance and peace, die French thought simply of 


Nevertheless, as a result of die Hoover Mora-’ 
toritfm all of the war debts and at least the greater 


part of reparations are dead, as dead as Queen 
Anne, The Moratorium pust he ext^ed at^tmad? 
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cally, not for one year, but indefinitely. No German 
government will ever be able to impose all or any 
large part of the old burdens again. The British 
and American investors will hardly care to risk the 
National-Socialist, or Communist explosion that 
would result. France may temporarily save the un- 
conditional part of the Young Plan payments, the 
part, which is sacred beyond the touch of an ordi- 
nary moratorium. But the Hoover Moratorium has 
already touched even this. The American Congress 
may stand firm against debt cancellation. It can 
stand forever, now. For the Hoover Moratorium 
established the relation of debts and reparations in- 
escapably — ^beyond even political hocus-pocus. 

Hoover did not save Germany from bank- 
ruptcy or the world from the consequences of that 
disaster. That was always beyond his power after 
the German adventure in Anschluss. He miscalcu- 
lated the simation, he ignored the political aspea. 
He could not believe the French yvould dare to re- 
sist the wave of world opinion which would be 
stirred by his gesture. He did not take into account 
the counterwave of public opinion his move would 
start in France, where it was interpreted as a purely 
pro-German and even Anti-Frendi operation. He 
did not understand the politics of the situation, he 
was thinking only of the economics and the finance. 
So were the American people; therefore, like the 
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President, they were at first puzzled and then 
angered. 

Both started with the assumption that the salva- 
tion of Germany was a necessity for the finann’al 
stability of the world. And that was perhaps tme. 
It was also the basic calculation of the German peo- 
ple in their battle with France over the whole ques- 
tion of the Treaty of Versailles. But the French 
people, having to choose between the world disas- 
ter incident to German bankmptcy, and their own 
disaster which must follow the effective breaching 
of the contract of Versailles, saw the former even- 
tuality less formidable for themselves. They may 
have been right or wrong, both on the moral and 
on the material side, but, in any event, they were 
successful. Germany fell, but the Treaty of Ver- 
sailles lives. It is still the law of Europe, and as a 
result of their realistic policy in the summer and 
autumn of 1931, French power and prestige have 
profited immeasurably. 

Nevertheless, Herbert Hoover cancelled war 
debts and reduced reparations to die narrow limits 
of the unconditional payments of the Dawes Plan. 
These, France has still the power and the right to 
collea, and the sums involved are relatively so 
small that for a time Germany may find it more 
profitable to meet Ftaich terms than to court a new 
disaster, pardcularly if she can borrow the money 
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from France. Yd: evdi these payments will not en- 
dure long and for a simple reason, the reason which 
explains the failure of both the politicians and the 
financiers, and the fallacy underlying the attempt 
to collect any international obligations growing out 
of the World War. 

In point of fact, despite all the years of contro- 
versy, it has never been proven that Germany could 
not pay large sums abroad on account of repara- 
tions. It has never been established that the debts 
setdements made by the United States with her war- 
time allies, settlements essentially and inherently 
generous regarded solely from the material aspea, 
exceeded the capacity of these nations to pay. What 
has been made clear beyond all challenge is some- 
thing quite different, which both the financiers and 
the politicians ignored. 

The collection of reparations and of war debts 
is equally impossible for the obvious reason that 
under modern democratic conditions no govern- 
ment which depends upon the people for its exist- 
ence, which must shortly seek re-eleaion by 
popular vdte, can afford to undertake to impose 
upoii its peoples war-debt burdens, which involve 
a lowering of the standard of national life, the de- 
nial to youth of the opportunities all parents de- 
mand for their childrefi, the limitation upon 
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tiational independence' whicb liidt forei^ pay- 
inents insure. 

No democratid government eatn live, ■which as- 
sumes in the eyes of its own people the guise of a 
mere collecting agency for foreign creditor! This 
is equally true, -whether the creditor has been afi 
ally or an enemy in war. In the latter case, howevef , 
resentment is intensified and passion further ex- 
cited. The decline of the prestige of the republic 
within the Reich has been almost uniquely due td 
the fact tkat it has been condemned to stand before 
die German people asking them to assume burderis 
which in the eyes of these people must inevitably 
appear tribute. For, in effedf, in all but legal form, 
they are tribufe. 

Such payment^ are possible, ih a da^ like that 
after the Fraiicd-Prtesiah War, -when Biathafek ex- 
acted no mdre than a billioii from die Ffefich. Fofr 
the payment was almost iihmediate ahd the mngible 
compensation wa^ the unconditional release Of 
France frt«n all GefMan restraint, military, politi- 
cal of finanrial. But the rOpafations and war debts 
wfere burdens for three gehOtatichsi Age, '^'ottdi, 
arid Poaterky ’tirOre alike m be hafneSsed fo tlM 
of payiiig for A fof -^Mch Age alOfife had a&6y 
responsibility. 

The tfiiog ^ ^y coritf aty m smm, hs: m 

mma mn. Aad, m fact, the brofee 
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down just as soon as die victors had seized all the 
tangible assets they could lay their hands upon. 
Thereafter die American people began to pay their 
government the Allied debts by lending Germany 
money. But even this device did not abolish die 
German rebellion, because the German people, 
while not actually paying money, went through the 
motions and saw the mortgage upon their future in 
the shape of foreign holdings of German securities 
expanding to astronomical proportions, while their 
own fortunes visibly worsened. Inescapably they be- 
came victims of a delusion of persecution and ex- 
perienced the emotions of an enslaved people. And, 
while they were still under the menace of having to 
pay the war debts, the Allied peoples themselves 
disclosed precisely the same state of mind. 

The Hoover Moratorium put a stop to some- 
thing, which cannot be set in motion again, the 
twin Humpty-Dumpties of reparations and war 
debts have tumbled definitively. What remains to 
be disclosed is how long it will take the American 
people — ^and perhaps the French as well — ^to recon- 
cile themselves to the accomplished faa. What the 
American people have eventually to recognize is 
that the value of a debt depends ultimately either 
upon the power of the creditor to coUea or upon 
the degree to which the debtor regards his honor or 
his interest as engaged. In the case of war debts and 
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reparations there is no power to collect. The French 
proved that when they occupied the Ruhr. Nor is 
there any means of making the masses of any coun- 
try feel that their honor or interest is engaged in 
voluntarily meeting obligations which have their 
origin in war. 

Since the American people refused to recognize 
this fundamental fact and continued to accept the 
jargon of politicians about the sacredness of con- 
tracts and the clap-trap of financiers about the ca- 
pacity to pay, Europe fell back upon the endless 
chain device, by which we lent money to Germany 
and Germany handed it over to our war debtors, 
who transferred it back to us. This system can be 
started again, if we or the French are prepared to 
make fresh loans to Germany, but not otherwise. 
What remains to be discovered is whether we shall 
be able to collea the private loans. But war debts 
belong with Fenian bonds. 

For the rest, the Hoover Moratorium and the Lo- 
carno Paas which, at the least, put an end to that 
other and equal folly of treating the Germans as 
ah outcast and guilty people, represent the positive 
achievements of the post-war era. And the former 
also represents the maximum of treaty revision 
which has ever been possible since the Paris Con- 
ference. Congress and the politicians have still to 
overtake events and the spectacle will be pleasing, 
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but the result: is assured. Meantinie, since, not for 
hnancigl, not even for political, but solely for 
human reasons, peace was never possible while war 
debts and reparations endured, and since both are 
now gone, the world is at least that mudh nearer 
to peace. 



chapter Hwenfp-seven 


WHY fHEY FAILED 


All the experiments in peaCS of the po^-war yfeats 
hdvfe, then, failed. And in every case the expliina- 
tihn is the same. They have failed because they Were 
based upon the assumption that what existed was 
peace and that the task Was to preserve it. But, 
actually, peace did hot exist. The hatiohS Which had 
confronted eadi other during the Ibhg years of the 
great conflict still tetnained in pte^i^e. Thete wefe 
changes in the firing-lines. The Anglo-Saxons h^ 
gone home. New combatants had attired and old 
had teen removed as <SasualtieSj bnt thi battle 
continued. 

The issue, toOj Was uilmistakablei The 
quished refused tO accept the terffis Which tftte 
victors Wd ihiposed upon theSh hi the Paris Stfde- 
toeht. As fbf the ccftiquerots, they were rfesolvCd hSt 
to saai&e the fmits of flieir triuni|h. Thns 
Stmggle Whidbi had been intermpted by the Annis- 
lice of Rediondes was resumed after &e ratifieaf iOtt 
of the Ifiteaty of Versaill^. 
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Since the defeated were now disarmed, they 
could not again employ weapons. They had no ar- 
tillery, tanks or gas, they had neither machine guns 
nor airplanes. As a consequence, the viaors were, 
in their turn, unable to employ armies or gtms in 
action, although their supply was unlimited. They 
were obliged to fall back upon treaty rights, upon 
sanctions authorized by treaty-law, and upon eco- 
nomic and fiinancial reprisals. 

But it was war, nevertheless. And the supreme 
illusion of the post-war world lies precisely in the 
assumption that armed conflict alone is war. In 
reality, war is the pursuit of policy by all possible 
means. In the years after the Paris Settlement, arms 
were unavailable, but by every other means peoples 
pursued national policies, and these policies were 
identical with those which nations had hitherto 
supported by arms. 

What happened at the close of the World War 
was at once fantastic, and is now unmistakable. All 
peoples solemnly, sincerely, passionately renoimced 
war. Its agonies, miseries, horrors were before all 
eyes, and every race and people once and for all 
resolved never to go through it again. But, in 
reality, what peoples renounced was not war. They 
did not discard irreconcilable national polides. 
They did not dmp rival radal aspirations. They 
simply declared diat henceforth they would not use 
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atms to establish these purposes. But they were still 
resolved to employ all other means— and did. They 
used tariff, finance, trade, commerce, even the ex- 
periments in peace, to make war. 

What resulted was war, because in the minds of 
the German people, who revolted against the Treaty 
of Versailles, in the minds of the Magyars, who 
similarly resisted the Treaty of Trianon, all that 
counted in life, all that men and women held dear, 
national independence, national and racial unity, 
everything was for them at stake and would be lost, 
if the treaties stood unmodified. But for the nations 
who had gained by the treaties, precisely the same 
things were involved. It was life or death for all, as 
all saw the issues. 

When, therefore, the Anglo-Saxon peoples began 
to offer their several prescriptions of peace, de- 
signed to keep order in a peaceful world, the quar- 
relling peoples of the Continent instantly seized 
upon these pacific programmes for controversial 
purposes. Briand and the statesmen of the Litde 
Entente stormed the League of Nations and made 
it the headquarters of Status Quo. The Germans, 
after Stresemann’s death, tried to dislodge the 
enemy and to shape the League to their purpose of 
treaty revision. Henceforth Geneva was a battle- 
field, not the capital of world tranquillity. 

America brought forward the Kellogg Pact. 
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France welcomed it, Briand adopted it. But jshordy 
there came a suggestion to provide it with teeth. 
To bite whom? Anyone who attempted to achieve 
by arms what all the nations in revolt against the 
peace treaties were endeavoring to accomplish by 
all other means. A consultative pact was proposed. 
To consult about what? About common action 
against any people who set out to accomplish by 
force what the Germans, Austrians, Magyars and 
Bulgars were already striving to accomplish al- 
though disarmed. 

Britain and America pressed for disarmament. 
The Germans themselves, forcibly disarmed by the 
peace treaties, seized upon this projea as a means 
of disarming their enemies. If they could only get 
enough guns out of French hands they would ac- 
quire not merely equality in security, but equality 
in any future battle. But the French responded by a 
demand for Anglo-Saxon guarantees. Gwantees 
against what? Against the dangers they .maintained 
armies to meet. And, such guarantees b^g refused, 
deadlock jresuked. 

Last of all, treaty revision was su^ested, dii? 
dme by Anglo-Saxon Liberals li|m Borah, eager to 
promote peace in Europe. Bnt this p^e^^ly 
what the Annans were fighting for,.it wastfi® 4ssne 
of battle. And, encouraged by this foreign gestqm, 
the iGcrmans and Austrians promptly a.ttemf\ted 
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revision by tarijff union. But in vain, for France 
responded. She did not move a soldier, die canvas 
did not come off a single "seventy-five,” but Ger- 
many and Austria were compelled to surrender. 
Money accomplished on the stock exchanges of the 
world what arms had achieved at the Marne. 

Meantime, finance and business had been work- 
ing on parallel lines. They, too, had accepted the 
transparent inveracity. American and British bank- 
ers and industrialists, alike, had assumed that the 
European Continent was at peace. They undertook 
to organize this peace upon a business and financial 
basis. The Dawes Plan was their first venture. And, 
because the Ruhr War was over and both con- 
, testants exhausted, the bankers were allowed a hear- 
ing. The politicians cooperated, and Locarno 
emerged. But in reality, it was only an armistice, a 
truce of exhaustion, for the wills of peoples re- 
mained unshaken. 

As a consequence, Locarno faded. Thoity turned 
cmt to have been only a luncheon, and nothing 
more. The financiers tried the Young Plan, but that 
collapsed briefly. For the war was on again, this 
time in grand style. It had, indeed, become faster 
and more furious than before. Stahlhelm hosts 
thundered a new menace at France from Coblenz, 
and from Breslau at Poland. Poli^ Nationalism 
I3ook up the dbaJlenge mid German newspapers were 
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soon crowded with tales of Polish "atrocities.” Al- 
ready this incredible peace had come to atrocities! 

But Washington and London, Wall Street and 
"the City” refused to face the fact. MacDonald and 
Hoover sat beside the waters of the Rapidan and 
discussed naval disarmament. American and British 
loans flowed into Central Europe, for die League 
of Nations had now "saved” both Vienna and 
Budapest. The London Naval Conference failed, 
die Preliminary Disarmament Conference accom- 
plished nothing, Briand’s Pan-European plan was 
still-born; all economic prescriptions broke down. 
The German Eleaion of September, 1930, came to 
defy the most robust of optimists. The Austro- 
German TarifiF Union exploded like the shots of 
Sefajevo. Meantime, Washington and London still 
continued to prepare for a disarmament conference. 

France, however, was preparing for something 
else, she was preparing for the next campaign. She 
had begun to get ready when the Bruening Cabinet 
had snatched the battle-cry of territorial revision 
from the Hitler mobs. And so the great crisis of 
June, 1931, arrived. British and American publics 
suddenly perceived the whole financial and eco- 
nomic edifice of Central Europe toppling. But it 
was always bound to topple in the end if the war 
continued long enough. 

War, by all other meins save arms may not work 
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its havoc as rapidly as war with great guns and 
intensive bombardments, but in modern industrial 
life, under the existing economic system, peoples 
carmot indefinitely fight each other by tariffs, em- 
bargoes, financial coercion, by everything except 
guns, and not, in the end, break glass. Yet British 
and American finance continued to conduct busi- 
ness as usual on the slopes of the volcano. 

As a consequence, when the inevitable at last 
happened, British and American captains of finance 
and industry found themselves suddenly m exactly 
the predicament of British "trippers” and Amer- 
ican tourists, when, without warning in the calm 
days of July, 1914, the heavens opened and a tor- 
rent of mobilization orders descended. Even then, 
London and Washington would not believe the 
evidence of their senses. They saw what must hap- 
pen unless something were done — ^but they still be- 
lieved something could be done. 

So Hoover launched his Moratorium. Another 
president had aaed similarly, in 1916, while 
America was still neutral, and saw, with that ob- 
jectivity permitted to neutrals alone, that the World 
War, which had already been proceeding for three 
years, must, if it continued, work irremediable in- 
jury to all mankind. And Paris and London desired 
peace; Berlin and Vienna were eager to see the end 
of the long agony. But when Woodrow Wilson 
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supplemented his gesture by adding the words 
"Peace without victory,” the Allies and the Central 
Powers both looked askance. It was peace with 
victory that they were all fighting for. 

It was that way again in the long days of July, 
1931, when so many anniversaries of 1914 passed 
not quite unnoticed. For twelve years, save in the 
periods of truce due to exhaustion, the German 
people had conduaed an attack upon the whole 
system of European law and order, which had been 
based upon their defeat, and in their eyes doomed 
them to the condition of a subjea nation, and a 
tribute-paying race. During all these same years, the 
French people had resisted that attack, which was 
for them a threat to their existence. A lost battle 
now, as always, meant the collapse of all their sys- 
tem of order and security; it could be the preface 
to fresh invasion. 

One people had to surrender. It was the single 
conceivable escape from destruction as complete as 
(hat of authentic war. Hoover’s gesture was made 
at the last possible moment. But neither people did, 
or could surrender, because for each, the battle was 
for absolutes. The Anglo-Saxons talked about 
money, business, morals, all in vain. Germany 
would not give in and France would not yielci 
Thus, in the end, the peaceful war, the war without 
battle, produced precisely the same econcxnic and 
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fiiiajiciEl results that all wars must bring, all shocks 
between peoples who have dismissed from their 
calculations every other consideration save that of 
viaory. 

German bankruptcy arrived. The disaster spread 
to Central Europe. Britain was shaken by the con- 
vulsion. The lives of millions of peoples were 
affected. The extent of the disaster could not be 
measured, and may not be ascertained in our gen- 
eration. But the war did not end, because the will 
to war existed in the minds and hearts and brains 
of the peoples in combat. The economic and finan- 
cial life of a whole continent, its social foundations 
had been shaken and continued to rock, but viao- 
rious France and defeated Germany still confronted 
each other in Geneva, in Paris, in London as they 
had faced each other at every moment since Brock- 
dorff-Rantzau, in the Hall of Mirrors, had remained 
seated while Clemenceau pronounced the sentence 
of Versailles. 

In this fashion, Herbert Hoover’s experiment 
failed in its turn as all experiments moral, political 
and j&nancial have failed in the post-war era, be- 
cause all have been designed to preserve a peace 
which did not exist. None of them provided the 
slightest means for ending a war in full progress. 
And that problem still remains intact. 




Part Five 


CONCLUSION 




Chapter Twenty-eight 


BACK TO LOCARNO 


Can Europe keep the peace? This question which 
the whole English-speaking world has been asking 
with increasing anxiety for a dozen years, at once 
betrays its origin and evades the issue. For the real 
question is whether Europe will accept the only 
peace now available. The problem is all there. The 
situation is equally clear. The territorial issues 
which divide European peoples are insoluble. At 
least, they are insoluble in the present temper of 
peoples and in accord with their present conception 
of their rights. National policies are irreconcilable 
for the same reason. The experiments in peace have 
failed because they were designed to guarantee ex- 
isting order against future anarchy. But the anarchy 
was already there. 

Europe then faces a simple alternative. It must 
accept some provisional system of order, or the 
complete disintegration of what contemporary 
mankind counts civilization is inevitable. Seventeen 
years of almost continuous conflict, interrupted only 
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by incomplete truce, have reduced the whole Conti- 
nent to a state of economic and social disorder un- 
paralleled since the Thirty Years War. The 
ordinary processes of international relations in an 
orderly world have broken down. Nations are 
bankrupt, trade is reduced to barter, money has 
lost its value, even the pound sterling has faltered. 
The unemployed millions are meagrely fed by pub- 
lic treasuries, themselves inadequately filled by 
taxation which is extortionate. The miseries of the 
so-called peace of today, miseries reaching to every 
human being within national limits, defy exaggera- 
tion. It is clear that what has been going on since 
July, 19x4, cannot continue. 

What, then, is the practical alternative? How has 
the present situation come to pass? Quite simply, 
the peoples who were defeated in the World War, 
the Germans, the Austrians, the Hungarians, re- 
fused to accept the terms which were imposed upon 
them after surrender. They resumed the conflia. It 
was their right. Those terms represented in their 
eyes the destruction of all that they held dear and 
sacred. They constituted the utter denial of their 
hopes for the present and their dreams for the 
future. Americans would have done the same. 

But what has been the result of this war after 
war? Germany is today bankrupt and beaten. Aus- 
tria and Hungary have come to the edge of ruin 
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and have surrendered again. They have given up 
the fight and sought and obtained such terms as 
they could get from their conquerors. Only Ger- 
many is left and she is patently helpless. She has a 
single choice. She can follow the example of her 
allies of the war and abandon the fight, or she can 
throw herself into the arms of the Nationalist ele- 
ments within her own boundaries and try to 
continue the struggle. 

The German situation is, however, worse today 
than ever before for the simple reason that, as a 
consequence of the last convulsion, Germany has 
exhausted the possibilities of aid from without. The 
Anglo-Saxon peoples, in all the post-war years, 
have increasingly sympathized with the Germans. 
They have seen justice in many of their claims. And, 
particularly in the reparations circumstances of the 
Treaty of Versailles, they have discovered wrongs, 
which they have endeavored to mitigate. But they 
can do no more. While the fundamental causes of 
the British financial crisis of September, 1931, were 
many and various, the precipitating occasion was 
the German aash. 

Britain and the United States have lent billions 
to the Germans in the belief that economic recovery 
would bring about political appeasement. But they 
can and will lend no more. The British problem 
henceforth must be to recover the loans ten^orarily 
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"frozen” in the Reich, American policy can hardly 
be different, and for both countries the only hope 
of recovering these loans must be through the res- 
toration of peace and order. 

Unless the Germans axe actually resolved upon 
national suicide, unless they are imalterably deter- 
mined to follow the example of Samson, so familiar 
in their present conversation, they must end a battle 
they have now no hope of winning. They must give 
up the agitation at home and abroad for the re- 
vision of the territorial decisions of the Treaty of 
Versailles. The Polish Corridor is lost for them as 
Alsace-Lorraine was lost for France after Sedan, to 
remain lost for almost half a cenmry. Like the 
Reichsland, the Polish Corridor can only be re- 
gained by war and, like France in 1870, Germany 
cannot today make war to recover it. Sooner or 
later, therefore, she will have to follow the example 
of France. 

For twelve years the German people have clung 
to the illusion that their resistance to the Treaty of 
Versailles would, in the end, insure revision of the 
territorial as well as the reparations clauses. They 
have counted upon Anglo-Saxon aid to achieve this 
end. They have been certain that Soviet Russia 
would overwhelm Poland, as it narrowly missed 
doing in 1920. They have expected Poland to col- 
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lapse from internal chaos. None of these things 
has happened or can, now, in any useful time. 

The Germans must, therefore, for all present 
time, renounce a hope beyond realization. In point 
of fact, the hope will remain. The purpose to re- 
cover the lost provinces of the East will survive as 
immutable as the similar hope of the French after 
the Treaty of Frankfort. But, like France, Germany 
will, in the end, have to live within frontiers which 
she holds imjust and will continue to regard as 
intolerable. 

Even if they have for the present lost their batde 
for territorial revision, however, the Germans have 
nevertheless won much by their resistance. All but 
the unconditional payments of the Young Plan are 
done for. Two-thirds of the annual tribute has been 
abolished and the rest will not in any event long 
endure. When she began her struggle, Germany 
was liable under the Treaty of Versailles for a sum 
in excess of $1,500,000,000 annually. At most, the 
unconditional payments of the Young Plan will not 
much exceed $150,000,000. 

Germany has won other things, too. The Pacts of 
Locarno ended her isolation. Henceforth, she ap- 
peared at Geneva as a great power with not a 
little of her prestige of the pre-war era, at least 
during the lifetime of Stresemann. The visit of 
Laval so Hindenburg destroyed the stupid pr^ense 
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of "war criminals.” The legend of the "guilty na- 
tion” has long expired. Morally as well as ma- 
terially, Germany has won her battle against the 
decisions of the Paris Settlement. 

Today, however, Germany faces a France which 
was victorious in the World War, has triumphed in 
the post-war struggles and on the military, financial 
and diplomatic sides now occupies an impregnable 
position beyond the reach of Anglo-Saxon persua- 
sion and coercion alike. The price of French aid, 
without which Germany cannot get on, is a truce to 
agitation for territorial revision. The price is high, 
the cost to Germanism in the east will be unmis- 
takable. But escape is nowhere else discoverable. 
No one could expect the German people to make 
any formal renunciation, such as they actually made 
in the case of Alsace-Lorraine, in the Locarno paas. 
To require it would be stupid and futile. 

In the Locarno Pacts, however, Germany did 
renounce the right to recover the Corridor by 
violence and that renunciation still stands. Never 
abrogated, it has simply been ignored. No new 
humiliation is then involved in asking the German 
people to live in accordance with an agreement al- 
ready accepted by them, which today continues to 
be the law of Europe. Thanks to that agreement, 
too, Germany obtained five years of relative calm, 
the evacuation of the Rhineland years in advance of 
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the treaty date, the abolition of all military and 
financial supervision within the Reich. Had Strese- 
mann lived, further reduaion in financial payments 
might have been made by agreement but events 
have brought that about now. 

Financially and economically, German prosperity 
has not been materially affected by the loss of the 
Corridor. In itself, it is a relatively poor region of 
heaths and forests and sand. Strategically and 
politically, it is even more valuable than Alsace- 
Lorraine, while sentimentally and symbolically, it 
has the same value. Upper Silesia, by contrast, is an 
economic loss as considerable as that of the Reichs- 
land to France. But the alternative to submitting to 
loss now is a new war without hope of victory. 

If Germany consents to a renewal of Locarno, 
even if formal aaion does not go beyond the sup- 
pression of domestic tumult, and foreign agitation 
then the association between French, British and 
German statesmen at Geneva, so profitable for all 
of Europe in the Stresemann era, would not only 
be possible but inevitable. The League would, in 
its turn, profit immeasurably: its machinery is avail- 
able, but it is worthless as long as the Swiss city 
remains a battleground of French and German 
policies. 

Franco-German reconciliation, by contrast, can 
be ndther a simple nor a rapid process. What is 
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possible is for the two people to do business profit- 
ably together if they can even tacitly agree upon 
a political truce. They did that after 1870 and 
German need for Lorraine iron and French for 
Ruhr coal and chemicals supply a nadxral basis for 
exchange. Germany will not forget her territorial 
losses nor France cease to be concerned over se- 
curity in this generation. But the immediate 
problem is one not of future friendship but of 
present fighting. Locarno was the only practical 
expedient that has been evolved since the war, a 
solution not of the basic issues but only of the 
immediate problem of avoiding anarchy and estab- 
lishing some system of European order, however 
provisional and incomplete. In a new Thoiry, such 
as was sketched by Laval and Briand in their con- 
ferences with Bruening and Curtius in Berlin in 
September, 1931, not only British but also Ameri- 
cans could cooperate usefully. 

One further faa is unmistakable. If the Germans, 
in the face of the existing conditions, continue their 
policy of resistance, they will presently find them- 
selves in the same simation as at the close of the 
World War. Without regard to the moral aspeas 
of the issues involved, such a policy will promptly 
appear in the eyes of British and American puMcs 
sedking order and reconstruction the sole barrier to 
both. Thus a Gamany dominated by a Natimial- 



BACK TO LOCARNO 


341 

Socialist dictatorship would find itself again in the 
situation of the Reich at the moment the Treaty of 
Versailles was made and the consequences to the 
German people of a new isolation might be as un- 
fortunate as those of the old. 

There remains the question of Central Europe. 
It will be improved by a return to Locarno by 
France and Germany, but not materially, not 
enough. In the end, there is no solution of the prob- 
lem of the Danubian area, save through the 
reconstruaion of the economic associations which 
formerly united the present territories of Austria, 
Czecho-Slovakia and Hungary. Political reunion is 
out of the question now and perhaps ever, but, to 
live, these peoples must trade together. And, 
despite ill that has been written and argued about 
the Anschluss, it has never been demonstrated daat 
it would bring any material relief to the Austrians. 
All their markets, business, traditions economically 
are with the peoples of their old empire. 

If the Czechs, who must under Frendi inspiration 
do the work, cannot find a basis for immediate 
economic association with both Austria and Hun- 
gary and also for eventual frontier readjustment 
with the Magyars, they are themselves doomed. 
They will one day be partitioned between the Ger- 
mans and the Hungarians and disappear once more 
as after the Battle of the White Mountain. But 
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even an economic association with Hungary must 
inevitably restore the relations between Slovakia 
and Budapest. Economically, Czecho-Slovakia, Hun- 
gary and Austria cannot exist independently and a 
restoration of trade relations would almost incal- 
culably modify racial animosities. 

France would favor, Italy would oppose such a 
programme, which in Italian eyes would envisage 
at least a partial restoration of a state, long the 
hereditary enemy of the Savoy Monarchy. Yet, it 
is far from impossible that Fascist statesmanship 
will presendy perceive that this offers the single 
avenue of escape from the immediate menace of the 
Anschluss and also the promise of an eventual dis- 
integration of the Little Entente, now a pillar of 
French hegemony. For, once the dangers, against 
which the French alliance insures Czecho-Slovakia, 
disappear, all the material interests of this state are 
comprehended in Central Europe itself. 

A return to Locarno by France, Germany and 
Great Britain; acceptance of the contemporary in- 
violability of the status quo in respea of the Polish 
Corridor and Upper Silesia; a new policy of eco- 
nomic cooperation in the Danubian region, backed 
by financial assistance from the outside; these steps, 
combined with the restoration of the moral prestige 
of the League of Nations, which would follow and 
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the removal of the debris of reparations and war 
debts, which must accompany them, are the present 
limits of practical statesmanship in Europe. Re- 
stricted as they patently are, however, they would 
meet the single necessity, which is for immediate 
political truce and prompt financial and economic 
reconstruction. 

All the vast, complicated and inevitably contro- 
versial programme for the establishment of a 
permanent system of peace in Europe, is manifestly 
the task of a tranquil Continent. Reorganization of 
the League of Nations, amendment of the Kellogg 
Paa, disarmament and territorial revision must, in 
the very nature of things, be the issues of battle in 
a Europe at war. What is required today is not an 
ideal solution of the problems of international life 
in Europe but a (hance for Europe to live. The 
experiments in peace will go on, for die organiza- 
tion of peace is a continuous process, but the world 
can no longer wait for solutions. 

The major cause of the universal misunderstand- 
ing of the problem of peace in the post-war world 
has arisen from the belief that, as a result of the 
great convulsion, mankind was going to find some 
new, complete, all-sufficing moral solution for its 
political difficulties. From the enormous and un- 
measured agony of the general catastrophe, all 



CAN EUROPE KEEP THE PEACE? 


344 

peoples looked up suddenly hoping to see in the 
heavens a new revelation. They welcomed Wood- 
row Wilson as a Messiah, because they were 
conscious of the need of a new faith. They believed 
in the possibility of a miracle, because they had 
reached the point where only a miracle seemed of 
the least avail. 

But no miracle arrived. The war came and went. 
The peace settlements were made and still all of the 
old, familiar elements in the European problem 
remained. The issues growing out of racial and 
economic details still endured. They were faas. But 
for twelve years European peoples, encouraged by 
Anglo-Saxon ignorance and idealism, crass selfish- 
ness and sound common sense have been trying to 
abolish these facts or to stabilize forever the out- 
ward form, which they received at the hands of the 
makers of the peace treaties. All mankind has de- 
sired peace, but each people has had its own 
prescription and, in the aggregate, diese prescrip- 
tions have been irreconcilable. 

In the end, European peoples and nations have 
well-nigh committed suicide without modifying the 
faas. Now, at the very edge of ultimate ruin, Eu- 
rope — and perhaps the world as well — has reached 
a point where it must adjust its existence to inescap- 
able truths or destroy itself by continuing cease- 
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lessly but uselessly to fight against them. The era of 
idealistic solutions is over; the period of realistic 
adjustments must, inevitably, be at hand. And Lo- 
carno was — ^and remains — a policy of constructive 
realism. 



chapter Twenty-nine 


THE CRISIS IN DEMOCRACY 


There is, however, one other aspea to the general 
world problem. What exists today is primarily a 
crisis in Democracy itself. In Anglo-Saxon coun- 
tries, Democracy has been accepted as a doarine of 
order, because it evolved slowly and steadily 
amongst peoples who had already achieved ethnic 
and territorial unity without regard to other races 
or nations. Each, too, while Democracy was in full 
development, was engaged in a process of imperial 
expansion. Only once in American history — and 
that in the case of the Civil War — did democratic 
doctrine threaten to destroy that unity upon which 
national prosperity and security were based. And, 
with ruthless realism, the American Democracy sac- 
rificed its principles to practical considerations and 
put down the Rebellion. 

By contrast, on the European Continent, Demo- 
cracy has always been a religion of revolution. Ever 
since the French Revolution, it has been engaged in 
the destruction of the existing order of authority. 
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It hks been uninterruptedly at work vindicating the 
rights of man against domestic government and the 
rights of races against coalesced governments. The 
whole history of the Nineteenth Century is the his- 
tory of the democratic assault upon the system set 
up by the Congress of Vienna, which was the nega- 
tion of Democracy. The World War, itself, was 
the final convulsion of the struggle which began in 
1792. 

But when, in 1918, Monarchy everywhere col- 
lapsed and Democracy, by virtue of its viaory, ac- 
quired full and complete authority, although it had 
bestowed liberty upon all peoples, it was unable to 
provide any system of authority to preserve order 
between them. The reason was obvious. It had been 
engaged solely in destruction. It had made war 
upon the Holy Alliance, the Concert of Europe, the 
Central Powers, which still in 1914 in all of the 
middle of Europe, sustained an old order against 
demoaatic principles. But in 1918 Democracy was 
in fact the victim of the very completeness of its 
own triumph. 

The breakdown of order in post-war Europe, or, 
more exactly, the failure to re-establish order, arose 
from the fact that Demoaacy had been the^oarine 
of the absolute rights of peoples and the problem 
of peace, after the World War, was to subordinate 
the rights of individual nations and races to the 
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collective right of all mankind to order. That De- 
mocracy could not do, because all peoples and races 
were able to invoke democratic principles against 
any such assertion of authority. The League of Na- 
tions, which was an instinaive attempt on the part 
of Democracy to escape from the impasse in which 
it found itself, failed because, while most nations 
joined, all refused to abridge their own absolute 
rights. They denied the League authority, and with- 
out authority it could do nothing. 

But the graver aspea of the situation resulted 
from the faa that Democracy was, in itself, an 
Eighteenth Century conception of individual rights, 
which were now become totally incompatible with 
the physical faas of an industrial civilization. 
Science, machinery, invention, had transformed the 
world which had existed at the moment of the 
French Revolution. The liberty which Democracy 
had set out to vindicate was now irreconcilable 
with that unity which was the prerequisite of the 
modem world. 

As a consequence, the attempt to reorganize the 
European Continent on the basis of race and in 
accordance with the principle of self-determination, 
produced utter and unimaginable ruin. It was like 
dissolving a great modem railway system into its 
original elements and permitting the operators of 
the separated sections to run these lines solely with 
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regard to local traffic and parochial interests. That 
was what happened after the peace treaties were 
made. That is what is still going on. 

Within nations, peoples soon perceived the need 
of order. Thus they had recourse not merely to the 
super-nationalist diaatorships of Mussolini and 
Pilsudski, but to a decree-law regime in Germany, 
to a National Cabinet in Britain without precedent 
in peace-time. France turned all its financial for- 
tunes over to Poincare. Everywhere parliaments 
were on the decline. Political parties based upon 
old-time principles had proven equally helpless. 
Liberalism was dead everywhere, because the battle 
for liberty had been won. 

Actually the situation of Democracy after 1918 
was singularly like that of Monarchy after 1815. It 
had been established at Paris as Divine Right and 
had been re-enthroned at Vienna. But it was now 
under direa challenge. The Russian Revolution 
occupied in respea of Democracy the position De- 
mocracy had filled in the face of Monarchy after 
Waterloo. For the first time, it was on the defensive. 
For a hundred years, it had been abolishing author- 
ity and now it was authority, there was none other. 

Conscious of this Communist threat, it instinc- 
tively followed the example of Monarchy, it fell 
iAto the throes of reaction. And the reaction was 
nationalistic. After 1815, Monarchy, under chal- 
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lenge, undertook by going to the utmost limits of 
royalistic excess to abolish the surviving spirit of 
the French Revolution. The reaaion of Democracy 
was precisely the same attempt to abolish a patent 
danger by a resort to more intense nationalism. In- 
ternationalism as illustrated by Moscow was the 
peril; the remedy was, therefore, nationalism, in- 
credible, unlimited, ferocious. 

But inevitably this reaction produced still 
greater economic ruin. For nationalism itself was 
the disease from which mankind was suJSFering. It 
multiplied the barriers and obstacles to the flow of 
international trade and commerce, which were the 
life blood of a modem industrial system. And, in 
due course, that reaction brought us to the point 
at which we have now arrived. Curiously enough, 
too. Democracy- did not merely attack Communism, 
it also assailed Finance and for the same reason. 
For Communism and Capitalism are essentially in- 
ternational in their conceptions. And Democracy, 
since it was national, since its whole doctrine was 
that of the tights of individual peoples, instinc- 
tively felt the menace to itself inheroat in both. 

Such is the larger aisis of Democracy and its 
bearing upon the more immediate problem of peace 
in Europe is patent. The only possible form of 
peace now discoverable upon thb planet must be 
international. Either Denoaacy will discover a 
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technique for regulating the liberties which it has 
bestowed and adjusting the rights which it has 
established, or it will make way in its turn for a 
new political gospel of another age. 

Meantime, there are at least signs that what has 
happened within European states is beginning to 
occur in international relations. Peoples appear on 
the point of recognizing that the present problem 
is a problem of peace and not of rights, of col- 
lective order and not of individual liberty. The 
great crisis of 1931 following upon the World de- 
pression seems already to have had an effea. Na- 
tionalism, despite all' its outward show, is con- 
fronted now with the nfnni.staka.ble alternative of 
plunging peoples to ultimate ruin or of yielding to 
the inescapable logic of events. 

Gin Europe keep the peace? Can it accept that 
peace which has already been made, which during 
the twelve years since the Paris Conference has sub- 
mitted to very far-reaching revision by attrition, if 
not by agreement? Unquestionably, for the alterna- 
tive is coUeaive suicide. What is not clear is 
whether Europe can acmally make enduring peace 
under Democracy. Obviously it can no longer con- 
tinue the effort to reconcile a Twentieth Century 
industrial world with an Eighteenth Century doc- 
trine. The task is not to adjust life to a dogma but 
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a dogma to life; not to make the world safe for 
Democracy but Democracy safe for the world. 

That is the ultimate problem of peace in Europe. 
And, whatever solution may be found, it will not 
be long in communicating itself to this side of the 
Atlantic. For isolation is not merely one, but per- 
haps also the last, of the illusions of Democracy. 
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